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ABSTRACT
Not all Limited English Proficient (LEP) students receive English as a Second
Language (ESL) instruction in public schools across the nation. In the state of Michigan, 
ESL instruction for LEP students is not mandated. Therefore, districts can choose 
whether to service these students at all, and/or the degree to which they do so. Some 
districts provide bilingual education classes; some districts have ESL classes; while yet 
other districts have neither. Students are serviced by paraprofessionals for a limited 
amount of time during the school day, or simply not serviced at all and left to “sink or 
swim”. Research abounds on the boon that ESL instruction has on student achievement 
and progress. However, not all LEP students are receiving equity in their education in the 
state of Michigan.
This thesis examines the academic achievement discrepancy that exists between 
students in four western Michigan school districts receiving ESL instruction and those not 
receiving any. The study examines and analyzes the average annual grovyth in grade level 
proficiency of these students, their NCE scores on the Gates Maginitie Reading Test, and 
teaching strategies used in the regular education and ESL classroom. Based on this data, 
the study seeks to convince school districts of the necessity of providing ESL instruction 
to their LEP students regardless of the percent of LEP students in relation to the total 
student body. The intent is for administrators to recognize and validate the need for ESL 
and implement ESL instruction and support for all LEP students attending schools in their 
district.
CHAPTER ONE: THESIS PROPOSAL
PROBLEM STATEMENT
According to the 1999 - 2000 report of the Survey of States’ Limited English 
Proficient Students and Available Educational Programs and Services (SEA 
Survey), the reported Limited English Proficient (LEP) public school enrollment level in 
the U.S. increased by 27% since the 1997-98 school year. An estimated 4,416,580 LEP 
students were enrolled in public schools in 1999-2000 with 47% of that figure in grades 
K-3, 26% enrolled in middle school, and 17% at the high school level. Limited English 
Proficient (LEP) students face significant challenges in attaining high academic 
achievement. The Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) has noted that the 
level of academic achievement by language minority students continues to lag below that 
of their native speaking peers (CCSSO, 1991). With districts focusing on higher 
standards, proficiency testing, and state endorsed diplomas, LEP students find it difficult 
to excel academically. According to the No Child Left Behind Act (2002), research 
shows that students who can’t read or write in English have a greater likelihood of 
dropping out of school, and they often face a lifetime of diminished opportunity. School 
districts in Michigan must recognize this challenge and provide LEP students with 
instruction that will allow them to grow conceptually in academic learning while at the 
same time, learning English.
There exist numerous methods of teaching English to students learning it as a 
second language. The number of English Language Learners (ELL’s) enrolled in a district, 
along with the number of ELL’s speaking various languages, determine the most 
appropriate program to suit to the needs of the district in best servicing the ELL’s. The
Office of Civil Rights Programs for English Language Learners describes a majority 
of the types of programs as:
(1) Content-based English as a Second Language: The approach makes use of 
instructional materials, learning tasks, and classroom techniques from academic content 
areas as the vehicle for developing language, content, cognitive and study skills. English is 
used as the medium of instruction. Ovando and Collier (1998) note that this method is 
crucial in cases where low-incidence language groups are present. Sometimes referred to 
as Sheltered Instruction, particularly on the west coast of the U.S.
(2) Dual Language Program (also called Bilingual Immersion Education): Also 
known as two-way or developmental, the goal of these bilingual programs is for students 
to develop language proficiency in two languages by receiving instruction in English and 
another language in a classroom that is usually comprised of half native English speakers 
and half native speakers of the other language who serve as tutors for one another. 
Models of this program can be the 90-10 model in which 90% of the school day is in the 
minority language in K-1, with introduction of the majority language into the curriculum 
in grades 2-3. The time spent using the majority language gradually increases until the 
curriculum is taught equally through both languages by grade 4-5 (Ovando and Collier, 
1998). Another form is the 50-50 model in which both languages are used for instruetion 
with equal time in grades K-12.
(3) English as a Second Language: A program of teehniques, methodology and 
special curriculum designed to teach ELL students English language skills, whieh may 
include listening, speaking, reading, writing, study skills, content vocabulary, and cultural 
orientation. ESL instruction is usually in English with little use of native language. This
is often implemented as a pull-out program.
(4) Maintenance Bilingual Education (MBE); MBE, also referred to as late-exit 
bilingual education or Developmental Bilingual Education, is a program that uses two 
languages, the student's primary language and English, as a means of instruction. The 
instruction builds upon the student's primary language skills and develops and expands 
the English language skills of each student to enable him or her to achieve proficiency in 
both languages, while providing access to the content areas. This is usually implemented 
in elementary schools rather than middle and high schools.
(5) Sheltered English Instruction: (also called Structured Immersion) An 
instructional approach used to make academic instruction in English understandable to 
ELL students. In the self-contained sheltered classroom, teachers use physical activities, 
visual aids, and the environment to teach vocabulary for concept development in 
mathematics, science, social studies, and other subjects.
(6) Structured English Immersion Program: The goal of this program is 
acquisition of English language skills so that the ELL student can succeed in an English 
only mainstream classroom. All instruction is an immersion strategy program is in 
English. Teachers have specialized training in meeting the needs of ELL students, 
possessing either a bilingual education or ESL teaching credential and/or training, and 
strong receptive skills in the students’ primary language.
(7) Transitional Bilingual Education Program: This program, also known as early- 
exit bilingual education, utilizes a student's primary language in instruction. The program 
maintains and develops skills in the primary language and culture while introducing, 
maintaining, and developing skills in English. The primary purpose of a TBE program is
to facilitate the ELL student's transition to an all English instructional program as soon as 
possible while receiving academic subject instruction in the native language to the extent 
necessary. Academic instruction half a day through each language, with gradual transition 
to all-English instruction in approximately two to three years.
(8) Bilingual Education: Ovando and Collier (1998) describe this method as the 
continued development of the LI with acquisition of the L2, and both languages being 
utilized for content area instruction.
(9) Submersion: No instructional support is provided by a trained specialist. 
Ovando and Collier (1998) note that this is not a program model, since it is not in 
compliance with U.S. federal standards as a result of the Supreme Court decision of Lau 
V. Nichols.
(10) Newcomer Programs: Ovando and Collier (1998) describe this model as one 
for newly arriving immigrants that combine teaching ESL with content instruction, as well 
as some first language (LI) academic support when feasible. Also provided is social 
service information to assist families in their adaptation to the U.S.
English as a Second Language (ESL) is not provided for all students in the state 
of Michigan whose native language is one other than English. The SEA Survey of 1999- 
2000 notes that Michigan had 44,471 LEP students enrolled in public schools, which was 
a 25.9% increase from 1997-98. Since ESL programs do not exist in all school districts in 
Michigan, despite the growing need, many language minority students have fallen through 
the cracks. Nationally, ELL’s have a 43% drop out rate.
Without English language instruction and support, they are unable to work to their 
potential and many of these children struggle academically in school. Such has been the
case in Hamilton Community Schools, a rural district in southwestern Michigan.
The ramifications of not providing ESL instruction to students is far reaching. 
Low self-esteem typically follows as a result of students struggling academically. In 
addition, when LEP students are in the extreme minority of the school population, as in 
the case of Hamilton Community Schools, their sense of identity and their sense of 
belonging suffers. Another immediate problem is that of misperception of regular 
education teachers. Since many of these students have adequate Basic Interpersonal 
Communication Skills (BICS), many educators do not realize that the lack of Cognitive 
Academic Language Proficiency (CALF) needed to succeed in the classroom is the key to 
their hindrance of success. Meanwhile, those teachers who have had students from dual 
language backgrounds and recognize the need for ESL in the district, wrestle with how to 
adequately and justly provide instruction for these children in the regular classroom 
without specific training in ESL and without the support and guidance from a highly 
qualified ESL teacher readily available in the district. The 1980-81 Teacher Language 
Skills Survey of public school teachers in the United States shows that although half of 
all public school teachers had current or previous experience with LEP students in their 
classes, only 6% had taken one or more academic courses to leam how to teach such 
students (NABE News, 1984; O’Malley and Waggoner, 1984; Waggoner and O’Malley, 
1985). General education teachers need the expertise of ESL teachers, who are readily 
available for consultation in their building or district, as they develop strategies to instruct 
LEP students mainstreamed into their regular education classes.
IMPORTANCE AND RATIONALE
Under the No Child Left Behind Act (2002), “states and local education agencies 
must establish English proficiency standards and provide quality language instruction, 
based on scientific research for English acquisition. States and local agencies must place 
highly qualified teachers in classrooms where English language learners are taught. 
Children who are becoming fluent in English are also learning in academic content areas 
such as reading and math, and they will be tested in these areas so they are not left 
behind.” This provision leaves school districts no choice but to provide appropriate 
programming and instruction for students enrolled in their school system.
No Child Left Behind provided $665 million in 2002 to help English language 
learners acquire English language skills, which is a 49% increase over 2001. The budget 
also included $100 million to prepare teachers of English language learners. With the 
United States government acting as an advocate for LEP students by proclaiming not only 
with words, but also with financial resources, the need for equitable education for LEP 
students, it is high time that states and local school districts follow suit.
English is a daily necessity for thousands of students attending Michigan public 
schools. Increasingly, teachers and administrators are recognizing the need for 
trained ESL specialists to provide the most effective English language instruction to LEP 
learners. Professional ESL teachers are trained in linguistics, language acquisition, culture 
and methodologies of teaching English. They have training in ESL methods, materials, 
and assessment of the English language development needs of ESL students. With the 
concern of English Language Learners (ELL) in mind, Michigan Teachers of English to 
Speakers of Other Languages, (MITESOL), proposed to the Michigan Department of
Education (MDE) to institute an endorsement in English as a Second Language with one 
intention being that school districts would have the option of selecting teachers who hold 
the endorsement for ESL when hiring persormel.
Local districts in Michigan exist where ESL students are taught by staff who are 
not certified, or who, if certified, have little to no preparation for working with 
linguistically diverse students. Hamilton Community Schools, for example, has had 
paraprofessionals and local community volunteers working with their LEP students who 
are at CALP level one. These districts, however, do have access to appropriately 
prepared, certified ESL teachers who can implement a program to meet the needs of ESL 
students. Now that the MDE has established standards for ESL endorsement of teachers, 
all that is needed for LEP students to receive instruction by certified teachers who are 
thoroughly and specifically prepared to teach ESL, is for
districts to make the implementation of ESL programming a priority and hire such 
personnel.
According to G. Richard Tucker (1993) of Carnegie Mellon University, data from 
the 1990 census show that both the number of foreign-born as a percentage of the total 
population and the percentage of individuals who speak a home language other than 
English has increased significantly since 1980. Today, an estimated one in seven school 
age children speak a home language other than English. Michigan’s K-12 student 
population reflects this increase numerically and demographically. Students representing 
more than 100 different languages currently attend Michigan schools. According to the 
2000 U.S. Census, tfactfinder.census.aov/bfi lane.l 781, 381 people five years and older 
speak a language other than English. 294,606 people stated that they speak English “less
than veiy well”. Hamilton Community Schools covers a large region that pulls students 
from both Allegan and Ottawa counties. The 2000 U.S. Census reveals that 2,611 people 
in Allegan county speak English “less than very well” and 7,475 people in Ottawa 
county speak English “less than very well”. To break this down even further, to examine 
the degree of need specifically in the Hamilton Community School district, the following 
townships in the district are listed below on the following page.
Township Population 5 years and older who speak 
English “less than very well”
Heath 38
Manlius 87
Fillmore 36
Laketown 70
Overisel 24
Total 255
This data reveals that a need for English language instruction presently exists, and no 
doubt will continue to exist, in the Hamilton Community. Although not the most 
ethnically diverse school district in Michigan, presently, Hamilton Community Schools 
has 23 students who tested as CALP level one, two, or three in 2002, on the Woodcock- 
Munoz Language Survey, which are the accepted levels for providing ESL instruction. 
However, Hamilton Community Schools does not provide English language instruction
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for these students. The local school districts of Zeeland and Holland, which border
Hamilton geographically, and nearby West Ottawa, all provide ESL services for students
in their district. With state funding resting on the number of students enrolled in public
schools, it is essential to service ESL students, or risk a decreasing enrollment as families
logically enroll their children, under Schools of Choice, in these nearby districts that meet
the needs of their children.
Similar to Schools of Choice in Michigan, according to the No Child Left
Behind Act (2002):
“Parents o f children in schools persistently identified as in need of 
improvement can choose to direct district funds toward transportation 
costs to a better public school or toward supplemental services such as 
tutoring for their child.”
Since 1965, states have received more than $321 billion in federal funding to help schools 
provide the best education possible for disadvantaged students. Under the old law, 
schools continued to receive this funding whether or not their students learned to read or 
perform basic math skills. Now, for the first time in history, federal funding is tied to 
academic achievement under No Child Left Behind. More importantly, test data of 
academic achievement will be reported by subgroups, one of which is English proficiency. 
Measuring progress by subgroups will demonstrate not just that overall student 
performance is improving, but also that achievement gaps are closing between 
disadvantaged students and other students (www.nclb.gov/start/facts/yearly.html). 
Holding schools accountable for the academic achievement of all subgroups brings 
attention to subgroups that typically have been ignored. No Child Left Behind is acting 
as an advocate for these minority groups that have had difficulty finding a voice in the
majority culture. This new law holds all districts, not presently serving LEP students, 
accountable for providing English language instruction to LEP students so they are not 
“left behind” as they have been historically in Hamilton.
The academic success of LEP students as a subgroup reflects on the district as a 
whole. In a news release dated January 23, 2002, the State Board of Education adopted a 
resolution allowing local school districts to exempt LEP students who have been enrolled 
in school in the U.S. less than three years from taking the Michigan Assessment of 
Educational Progress (MEAP) state assessment. The board stated, “It is educationally 
unsound, unfair, and demoralizing for LEP students to take tests they cannot read or 
comprehend.” However, in February of 2003, according to a MEMSPA memo 
highlighting Legislation of Interest to Principals (2003), during the three week testing 
window of the MEAP, the MDE notified superintendents that all LEP students must be 
tested. Despite the State Board of Education’s resolution exempting certain LEP 
students from the MEAP, the U.S. Department of Education (USDOE) will not permit 
it. Therefore, in order to avoid losing a portion of federal Title I funds, the State Board 
granted the authority to Deputy Superintendent Dr. Jeremy Hughes to proceed with the 
test. A USDOE memo required that such testing begin by February 28 and conclude by 
March 31, 2003. Whereas previously, districts had three years before LEP students 
would be required to take the MEAP test, now this three year buffer is no longer 
available.
With all students at varying levels of ability and development, it seems more 
useful to use a student’s score on an English language test indicating being fully proficient 
in the academic use of English, as the determining factor for when formerly LEP students
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should take standardized tests written in their second language of English. It is highly 
unlikely that LEP students will perform in the Satisfactory or Proficient category on the 
MEAP test, particularly those who receive no direct ESL instruction. To be fully 
proficient in a second language, a student would need a CALP level of five. Therefore, 
these students’ scores on standardized tests will, not surprisingly, be in the Not Yet 
Proficient category, negatively impacting the scores of the district as a whole, as well as 
being frustrating and demoralizing to the LEP student. This is yet more evidence 
suggesting that school districts should seriously consider the effects of not providing ESL 
services to their LEP population.
BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY
In the last ten years, according to No Child Left Behind, there has been over a 
100% increase in the enrollment of children in need of English fluency in the United 
States. Nineteen states have reported an increase of more than 50% in English Language 
Learners (ELLs) over the last three years. That growth is expected to continue.
The first time the need for ESL appeared in the Hamilton School District was in 
1980. The Laotian family of Veuy and Bonn Phonxana, with their five school aged 
children, moved to Hamilton through the sponsorship of Hamilton Reformed church. No 
ESL services were provided for these students through the Hamilton schools. “It was 
sink or swim”, stated Lois Sale, the head sponsor for the church. According to Ms. Sale, 
the two oldest boys were sent to Zeeland Public Schools so they could receive ESL 
instruction. All other English instruction was offered to the children after school by 
church volunteers. In 1986, the church sponsored the Saenebouttarath family. By then,
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the children attending Hamilton Elementary were given one hour a day of English 
instruction by Carol Homkiss. Keoratsamy Saenebouttarath Soukhome remembers 
receiving help for one hour a day the first few years she was at Hamilton Elementary 
school in third through fifth grades. “From sixth grade on help just disappeared. I don’t 
know why. We just didn’t talk about it and my sister and 1 didn’t receive any help after 
that.” Several uncles and older brothers of Ms. Soukhome’s dropped out of Hamilton 
High School in the early 1980’s. “I think it was a combination of having problems with 
kids at school and getting into fights, and also not receiving any help with English. They 
never graduated from high school. My older sister also dropped out. I was the first one 
in my family to graduate from high school”, Ms. Soukhome stated.
According to Lynne Romano, Speech/Language Therapist, she has had numerous 
cases over her 24 years of teaching in Hamilton of students in need of ESL. “It’s been a 
need ever since I can remember. In order to receive Speech/Language services, the child 
needs to have a language impairment that is a handicapping condition, which is not the 
case for ESL students”, she stated. In the early 1980’s, with the large influx of Asian 
refugees into the west Michigan area, Lynne serviced three non-English speaking 
Cambodian children at Sandy view Elementary on her own time since they did not qualify 
for Speech/Language. More recently, during the school year of 2001-2002 at Blue Star 
Elemefitary, Lyime Romano requested permission from Tony Thaxton, Special Education 
Director, to include two Spanish speaking children in her Language Group as “guests” 
with permission from their parents. These children did not have an Individualized 
Education Plan (lEP), but benefited from participation in the Language Group. “Almost 
every year of the 19 I have been at Blue Star, there has been a need for ESL”, stated Ms. 
Romano.
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Curriculum Director and principal of Sandyview Elementary, Barb Ferguson, 
stated that over the years in Hamilton the need for ESL has been “with isolated individual 
students; not every year at every school.” She cited one example years ago at Bentheim 
Elementary of two adopted children from Russia who needed ESL.
Within the last several years, Hamilton has gained a number of students whose 
native language is not English. In 2000, a ten year old non-English speaking student from 
Thailand enrolled at Sandyview Elementary. The writer of this thesis taught the 4th 
grade regular education classroom in which this boy was placed. She had a strong desire 
to assist this child through his transition to a new country, yet she was extremely limited 
in her knowledge of how to best teach non-English speaking students. She struggled with 
how to effectively mainstream this boy into the classroom by trying to help him acquire 
English and also instruct him in the content areas so he did not fall behind his peers 
academically. This task was overwhelming on top of the responsibilities of teaching a 
class of 26 students. Not one educator in the district had any knowledge of ESL, so the 
researcher contacted ESL teachers in local districts for advice. After several months of 
effort, the teacher concluded, much to her dismay, that it would be in the best interests of 
the child to be in one of the local districts that provided ESL. Although the boy had time 
with an untrained aide for 30 minutes a day, his academic progress and acquisition of 
English was at a severe disadvantage by attending Hamilton Community Schools.
This situation led to networking throughout the district. The Speech/Language 
teachers noted that other teachers with LEP students had come to them with a cry for 
help. The Limited English Proficient (LEP) students do not qualify for Special Education 
services with the Speech Language therapist and no other path has been designated as a
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course of action for these teachers to receive support for instructing LEP students. 
Therefore, that path was nearly a dead end, except that the Speech/Language teaeher, 
along with other teachers in the district, did communicate the need for ESL with the 
district’s curriculum director. By the spring of 2002, Hamilton’s curriculum director had 
contracted serviees with one of the ESL teachers from Holland Public Schools to test the 
seven students at Sandyview Elementary who teachers suspected as being in need of ESL. 
The Woodcock-Munoz Language survey was used and five of those students tested at 
CALP one, two, or three, indicating a need for ESL instruetion.
In the fall of 2002, two non-English speaking students enrolled in the district and 
soon the high school counselor and middle school assistant principal sent out a cry for 
help. This research includes the test results of these two girls who both had a CALP 
level of one. The only assistance for the high school student is that a new English teacher 
began to work with her during his planning time. Later, high sehool principal Bruce 
Vanderwall contacted Lois Sale and asked her to tutor the student for one hour a day. 
The middle school student was put in a low level reading class for one hour a day to help 
her acquire English.
As word spread around the district, another teacher at Blue Star Elementary 
asked to have four students tested, three of which qualify for ESL instruction. By early 
December, the writer of this thesis had tested all students in the district who were 
identified on the basis of the Home Language Survey as having a native language other 
than English, or another language spoken in the home. Within the last year, 44 students 
have been tested for ESL and 23 would qualify for ESL instruction. Seven more would 
qualify for ESL support with teacher recommendation.
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Additionally, the Office of Civil Rights (OCR) has instituted a Compliance Plan 
for Career and Technical Education Programs which addresses LEP students. 
Hamilton was cited for noncompliance of two Promotional Activities (LEP) in February 
of 2000. The first recommendation for compliance was that Hamilton “must set up 
standard procedures for identifying LEP students and acceptable methods for assessing 
the ability of LEP students to participate.” In order to comply with this citation, the 
district began to use a Home Language Survey as a tool to collect information on students 
to identify language needs. They also ordered the Woodcock-Munoz Language Survey 
as an assessment tool of Oral Language Proficiency. Although the test was ordered to 
meet compliance of the OCR, there was no plan in place for its use once the district 
obtained the test. The high school counselor gave it to Krista Walters, one of the 
Speech/Language teachers, for no particular reason. Simply by chance conversation with 
Ms. Walters did the writer of this thesis learn of the district owning the test which could 
be used for identification of LEP students.
The second noncompliance item the district was cited for by the OCR was that 
Hamilton “must take steps to ensure that counselors can effectively communicate with 
LEP students”. More specifically, Rolfe Timmerman, the Human Rights Officer for 
Hamilton Community Schools, stated that meant hiring translators. In addition, Hamilton 
would provide the supplementary materials and aids needed to ensure the counselor can 
communicate with LEP students. Specifics of a list of these materials is not listed in the 
plan. The second notation regarding this noncompliance item is “If we get 40 or more 
minority population in the district we will find staff to communicate with them and 
description in native tongue.” It is not noted in the plan how or why the number 40 was
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determined to be the magic number for ESL programming. Although it is heartening to 
know that the OCR is acting as an LEP student advocate on the surface, the efforts of the 
cited noncompliance items do not go far enough to reach the students directly in their 
efforts to succeed in a school in which the medium of instruction is English . Mandating 
that the district provide LEP students with ESL instruction by a highly qualified teacher 
holding an ESL endorsement by the state of Michigan would do so.
Over the last twenty years, the need for ESL has been clearly evident in Hamilton. 
“There will be a continual need in Hamilton as the original families from the 1980’s 
continue to have children attend Hamilton”, noted Lois Sale. The only solution is to 
service these students by providing English language instruction to ease their transition 
into their school and community, provide them with the English language skills necessary 
to be successful academically, and allow them to take pride in being bilingual. Together, 
these benefits can work to produce citizens who contribute positively to our community.
STATEMENT OF PURPOSE
The purpose of this thesis is to determine whether a discrepancy in ESL progress 
exists between students receiving ESL instruction and those not receiving any. More 
specifically, this study will provide the necessary data and evidence to demonstrate the 
need for an ESL program at Hamilton Community Schools. It will examine grade level 
gains of students in Hamilton Community Schools, within a five to nine month time 
frame, according to pre and post tests results from the administration of the Woodcock- 
Munoz Language Survey.
Instructional methods of Hamilton educators teaching these dual language students
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will be examined through the use of a questionnaire. These methods will be analyzed and 
compared with those used by ESL teachers in local districts to determine the effect they 
have on promoting gains in English proficiency in terms of grade level.
Equally important to this study is the identification of grade level gains of 
students in the surrounding districts of Zeeland, Holland, and West Ottawa, within a five 
to nine month time frame, according to pre and post tests results from the administration 
of the Woodcock-Munoz Language Survey. Similarly, instructional methods of ESL 
teachers servicing students in Zeeland, Holland, and West Ottawa will be examined. 
These methods will be compared to those used by regular classroom teachers in Hamilton 
to determine the effect they have on promoting gains in grade level.
After gathering the above data, this researcher will compare the analysis of the 
two sets o f data to determine whether students receiving ESL instruction make gains of 
greater distinction more steadily and rapidly than those students who do not receive ESL 
instruction.
In addition, a comparative analysis of the NCE’s on the Gates Maginitie Reading 
test, a norm-referenced test, of Hamilton students who qualify for ESL services according 
to the Woodcock-Munoz Language Survey, with the average building and district Gates 
scores will be conducted to determine the extent of achievement gap existing between the 
two groups. If a discrepancy exists, this will clearly demonstrate that LEP students in 
Hamilton are not succeeding academically equal to their native English speaking peers.
The administration may be more likely to consider the rationale for providing ESL 
if they see that achievement gains of these students are made more steadily and rapidly 
when ESL is in place. Since the ethical responsibility to meet the needs of all students
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has been overlooked in the case of ESL, this thesis seeks to provide data and statistics to 
reveal that ESL is critical to the success of dual language students.
GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND OUTCOMES
Goal: The administrators and school board of Hamilton Community Schools will 
see that providing ESL instruction for dual language students is crucial for the academic 
success of the individual and hence the district as a whole.
Objectives: The following objectives will be achieved;
* To demonstrate that LEP students without an ESL program do not succeed 
academically.
* To outline several problems generated by the lack of proper ESL instruction at 
Hamilton Community Schools.
* To gather data at Hamilton Community Schools, West Ottawa Public Schools, 
and Holland Public School Districts to establish a comparative data analysis.
Outcomes: This research will establish a strong case for an ESL program at 
Hamilton Community Schools. In addition, the school board of Hamilton Community 
Schools will authorize the implementation of a K-12 ESL program which includes the 
hiring of an ESL state endorsed teacher, beginning in the fall of 2003 .
LIMITATIONS
This study will not address the financial implications of hiring staff for Hamilton 
Community Schools to implement ESL.
It will not analyze extraneous factors of the students involved in this study that
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may or may not affect student gains in CALP level and second language acquisition. 
These factors include, but are not limited to: affective variables of motivation or anxiety, 
gender, personality, learning styles, socioeconomic status, cognitive factors such as 
learning disabilities or IQ scores, number of years o f primary language schooling, or 
number of years of formal schooling in the first language.
A limitation of this thesis is the sample size of students from Hamilton. The 
sample from Hamilton High School is relatively small with only four students whose 
gains will be compared with ten students from Holland High School. This sample size 
may be too small from which to draw solid conclusions regarding grade level gains and 
appropriate programming for the high school group.
SUMMARY
Historically, the needs of minority populations and subgroups have been 
overlooked by the majority, which typically hold the power in society. Evidence of this 
is that of LEP students not being served with appropriate English language instruction in 
the public schools in order to excel academically. Although they have the cognitive 
ability to excel, without English language instruction given by teachers trained in ESL, 
these students’ progress and achievement is not equal to their native English speaking 
peers. As other subgroups, such as Special Education students, have been accounted for 
as far as mandates to receive appropriate instructional services, so should LEP students, 
in any district, in any state, regardless of the percentage of students enrolled in a district. 
LEP students should not be at a disadvantage by receiving a limited education when their 
families enroll them in a district that does not service LEP students. “Separate but equal”
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should ring true for language minority students just as it does for racial minorities. It is 
the responsibility of those in education to serve the students entrusted to them by 
meeting their individual needs. Certified ESL teachers are available in Michigan to meet 
the needs of ESL students. All that is needed is for districts such as Hamilton 
Community Schools, to implement ESL programs and hire certified ESL teachers to teach 
the students who qualify for ESL.
In this thesis, English language levels of students in Hamilton, West Ottawa, and 
Holland schools will be compared and analyzed to determine whether a discrepancy in 
achievement exists between students receiving ESL instruction and those not receiving 
any. This study will reveal that when LEP students are not taught English specifically, 
they do not succeed academically in the classroom. Subsequent problems arising from 
this limited achievement will be discussed.
In order to complete this research, the necessary resources will be described and 
stated in Chapter Two. The following chapter reviews the current research on the effects 
that ESL instruction has on the achievement gains of LEP students in the U.S., in addition 
to the problems generated when ESL programming is not provided for ESL 
students.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
INTRODUCTION
Several pertinent areas must be reviewed before attempting to prove that ESL
instruction would increase the achievement of ELL’s. As a starting point, influential 
court cases resulting in federal legislation requiring Bilingual/ESL programming must be 
examined in order to evaluate a school district’s compliance with ELL policies. Presently 
influential in ELL education are stipulations in President Bush’s No Child Left Behind 
Act that consider the needs of ELL’s nationwide. The Office of Civil Rights (OCR) 
provides guidelines for compliance also. In addition to compliance with programming, 
statistics demonstrating the growing need for ESL education in a particular region can be 
gathered from the 2000 U.S. Census. Once the obligation for ESL education has been 
established with federal policies and data, studies conducted which prove the 
effectiveness of ESL instruction over no English language instruction must be examined. 
Following that, the various types of Bilingual/ESL programming need to be studied to 
determine the most effective program for a particular district. With or without the 
establishment of an ESL program, it is essential to study instructional strategies and 
teacher attitudes which would affect L2 acquisition both in and out of the ESL classroom. 
Following the examination of external variables on ESL programming, the self-esteem of 
the LEP student and the resulting effect on their academic achievement needs to be 
considered. The literature review which follows covers each of these areas.
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THE IDEOLOGY FOR EDUCATING ELL’S
In the chapter “English Only: The Tongue-Tying of America, in Literacies of
Power, (1994) Macedo addresses the role society has in the education of ELL’s and the
empowerment of ELL’s in the wider society. LEP students will be empowered
linguistically in the wider society when they have full acquisition of the standard English
language. Macedo concurs with Gramasci (1990, as cited in Macedo, 1994);
“Without mastery of the common standard version of the national language, one 
is inevitably destined to function only at the periphery of national life, and, 
especially, outside the national and political mainstream.”
Macedo is concerned with educators who remain silent while insidious forms of 
inequality, racism, and subjugation commit symbolic forms of violence against children 
who are not treated by the schools justly in a democratic society due to a variety of 
issues, one being language. Conservative educators, according to Macedo, attempt to 
keep the present unchanged, rather then moving on with evolving conditions and adjusting 
the ideology of the schools accordingly. Due to our rapidly changing multicultural 
society, Macedo points out that schools need not be reformed, but transformed to reflect 
a new ideology. This ideology needs to reflect an understanding of the interdependence 
of the schools and the community which they service.
These selected issues addressed in sections of Literacies of Power are the basis 
for reflective thinking and examination to which educators and administrators have a 
responsibility. The wider picture of our democratic society and our moral responsibility 
in educating all children according to democratic ideology needs to be the foundation for 
any actions taken thereafter in the schools regarding the equitable education of ELL’s. 
ELL’s and their families need advocates in the schools and communities in which they
2 2
live to ensure they receive a just education during their courageous transition into another 
culture.
While the topic of Carasquillo and Rodriguez’s book Language Minority 
Students in the Mainstream Classroom (1995) is how to best meet the needs of the 
ELL in the mainstream classroom, they lay this foundation by first discussing at length 
that fact that mainstreaming LEP students does not provide a sufficient education for 
these students. They do not belong in mainstream classes due to the fact that they do not 
have the communicative language skills and CALF skills to participate in classes where 
English is the medium of instruction. The definition of LEP students is given in detail, 
along with characteristics of LEP students. Following that, features of mainstreaming are 
discussed and decisions for consideration regarding when and how to mainstream LEP 
students are covered. Despite the deficiencies in mainstreaming, the authors fully 
recognize that in some schools, it is the only reasonable option for meeting the needs of 
ELL’s. The authors also provide thorough descriptions of alternatives to mainstreaming 
such as the various forms of ESL, bilingual education, and sheltered subject matter 
teaching.
Carasquillo and Rodriguez’s Language Minority Students in the Mainstream 
Classroom (1995) will be used to reinforce the point that not providing ESL services to 
LEP students, resulting in the only remaining option of mainstreaming LEP students, 
does not provide a quality education for these students. The characteristics and 
definitions of LEP students given by Carasquillo and Rodriguez will be compared with 
the students tested in Hamilton who qualify for ESL services. Combined with the Grade 
Level Equivalent scores from the Woodcock-Munoz Language Survey, this should assist
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in justifying the need for ESL instruction for the LEP students in Hamilton. The various 
options in programming discussed by Carasquillo and Rodriguez will be offered for 
consideration as alternative methods in the Hamilton Community schools so as to best 
meet the needs of their LEP students
FEDERAL LEGISLATION
In servicing ESL students, one needs to foremost reflect upon the responsibility 
to do so in the framework of public education in America. Several noteworthy court 
cases have set the standards which are relevant to the issue of educating LEP students. 
American Public School Law (1998) examines these critical cases dealing with bilingual 
education programs in depth. Lau v. Nichols in 1974, and the 1974 Equal Education 
Opportunity Act (EEOA), mandate steps school districts must take in the proper 
implementation of Bilingual/ESL education to ensure the needs of ELL’s are being met. In 
addition, in 1981, Castaneda I, provides guidelines for evaluating the appropriateness of 
programs in satisfying the EEOA and is used as the standard for determining a school 
district’s upholding of, or violation of, the Civil Rights Act of 1964.
A comparison of these court cases with the present situation in Hamilton will be 
studied in Chapter 3 to demonstrate the responsibility of Hamilton to provide ELL 
services and also to identify the requirements in programming that Hamilton is not 
attending to without ESL services in place. The Castaneda guidelines will be used in this 
thesis to show that Hamilton Community Schools is falling short of meeting the three 
guidelines and in effect, ignoring the needs of ELL’s.
Bilingual and ESL Classrooms (1998) takes a comprehensive look at research,
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policy, and effective practices in U.S. schools for ELL’s. The book gives a summary of 
the historically changing demographics in the U.S. and the effects that has had on the 
development of the various bilingual and ESL programs implemented in schools. Clearly 
explained is the historical context of the development of the field o f bilingual/ESL 
education, in regards to federal and state policies, resulting from legislation and court 
decisions in language minority education since the I960’s.
This research by Ovando and Collier (1998) will be used to support data revealing 
that the need for bilingual/ESL education will not diminish in the future. The overview of 
federal policies will supplement the explanation of the way in which Hamilton 
Community Schools needs to abide more closely to those guidelines to receive federal 
funding.
COMPLIANCE WITH FEDERAL LEGISLATION
The U.S. Department of Education (USDOE) Office fo r  Civil Rights Programs 
fo r  English Language Learners (2003) provides substantial background on the court 
cases regarding ELL’s. A noteworthy memorandum of September 27, 1991 to the OCR 
provides a policy update on schools’ obligations under Title VI o f the Civil Rights Act o f  
1964 toward LEP students. This policy update provides guidance for applying the 
OCR’s Title VI Lau policy such as staffing requirements, exit criteria, and program 
evaluation. Analyzing the September 27, 1991 OCR Memorandum will show that by 
not hiring trained and qualified ESL teachers, Hamilton Community Schools lacks a sound 
educational approach required by Castaneda in providing equal educational opportunities 
for LEP students and therefore is relegating LEP students to second-class status.
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The OCR’s May 1970 and December 1985 memoranda both require proof of an 
adverse impact on national origin minority LEP students to establish a violation of the 
Title VI regulation. The writer of this thesis will use the data collected to show that 
indeed, the LEP students in Hamilton Community Schools do suffer an adverse impact 
by not making the same degree of achievement gains as their native-English speaking 
peers, or their ELL peers who receive ESL services, by not being provided with sound 
ESL instruction. In summary, these memorandums will be used to show that Hamilton 
Community Schools is currently in violation of Title VI.
To supplement the examination of court cases decided by the courts in the U.S. 
regarding the education of LEP students, the recent implementation of President Bush’s 
No Child Left Behind Act (2003) is also critical to consider. In this document, 
considerations for LEP students are marked. Not only does it require all states to test all 
students in reading and math, but more specifically, ELL’s will be tested annually to 
measure how well they are learning English. Furthermore, states cannot hide the failure of 
their LEP students since No Child Left Behind requires that test data be reported by 
subgroups, one of which is language proficiency. No Child Left Behind allows states the 
freedom to choose the best methods of instruction for ELL’s, but requires states and local 
school districts to establish English proficiency standards and provide quality language 
instruction that is based on scientific research for English acquisition. States and local 
school districts must also place highly qualified teachers in classrooms where ELL’s are 
taught.
The No Child Left Behind Act reinforces the fact that Hamilton cannot ignore the 
requirements to which they are presently not attending. Currently, Hamilton falls short
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of the requirement in No Child Left Behind (2002) that
“states and local agencies must establish English proficiency standards and 
provide quality language instruction, based on scientific research for English 
acquisition”.
In addition, No Child Left Behind requires districts to place highly qualified teachers in 
classrooms where ELL’s are taught. Here, too, Hamilton misses the mark.
NATIONAL, STATE, AND LOCAL STATISTICS OF LEP STUDENTS
The U.S. Department of Education’s Office for Bilingual Education and Minority 
Languages Affairs conducts an annual survey of State Educational Agencies (SEA’s) in 
the U.S. and outlying areas. The 1999-2000 Survey o f States* Limited English 
Proficient Students and Available Educational Programs and Services (SEA Survey) 
gathers information in three areas and compares the data with the SEA Survey of 1997- 
98. The first area cites the enrollment of LEP students in numbers and percentages for 
the nation, individual states, and outlying areas. Other figures disseminated are statistics 
on the number of LEP students in each level preK-12, along with the methods used for 
identification. The second area reported in the SEA Survey covers the educational 
condition of LEP students with respect to retention in grades 7-12, and reclassification 
(from LEP to English proficiency for mainstreaming into the regular classroom). The 
third area covered in the report identifies the services provided to LEP students. It cites 
the data for instruction that incorporates the students’ native language, versus instruction 
which does not incorporate the native language of the students. In addition, statistics are 
given on the percentage of teachers who have bilingualÆSL certification, the percentage of 
teachers assigned to teach LEP students without proper certification, along with data on
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the numbers of teachers receiving training related to teaching LEP students. It also cites 
the average teacher to LEP student ratio.
The 1999-2000 SEA Survey will be used in Chapter 3 to demonstrate statistically 
the growing need for ESL. More specifically, the report will serve as a benchmark for 
comparing the data collected in Hamilton and the local surrounding districts with respect 
to the teacher to student ratio. The comparison will show whether the districts involved 
in the study fall into the average range for the state of Michigan and the nation in these 
critical areas of educating ELL’s.
Data from the 2000 U.S. Census (2002), regarding the language spoken in the 
home, demonstrates that the need for ESL is evident in and around the Hamilton 
Community and that the need for ESL in the school district is not a temporary one, but 
rather a need that will likely grow. The data collected on individuals ages five years and 
older gives both the number and percentages of the language spoken in the home. Also 
given are the number and percentages of individuals who speak English, English only, 
another language in addition to English, Spanish, other Indo-European languages, or an 
Asian and Pacific Island language. If an individual speaks more than one language, data is 
also recorded regarding the numbers and percentages who speak English “less than very 
well”.
The writer of this thesis analyzed the data for both Allegan and Ottawa counties, 
since Hamilton Community Schools draws students from both counties, particularly due 
to Schools of Choice. More importantly, data was examined from the townships of 
Heath, Manlius, Fillmore, Laketown, and Overisel, from which Hamilton draws students. 
Based on the variety of foreign languages spoken in the home of the residents of
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Hamilton, the statistics will reinforce the point that the most appropriate service for 
ELL’s is an ESL program in Hamilton. Specifically, the total population speaking 
English “less than very well” is one of the keys in support of ESL programming in 
Hamilton.
STUDIES OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF ESL INSTRUCTION
Besides simply examining numbers to determine a need for ESL, one must also 
study the effects that ESL, versus no ESL, have on ELL’s. Wayne P. Thomas and 
Virginia P. Collier (2001) conducted a nationwide long term investigation for the Center 
for Research on Education, Diversity, & Excellence entitled A National Study o f School 
Effectiveness fo r  Language Minority Students^ Long-Term Academic Achievement. 
The study examines the variety of services provided LEP students in U.S. public schools 
and the resulting long-term academic achievement of these K-12 students. The study 
includes qualitative research on the effectiveness of eight different types o f school 
programs implemented across the nation for LEP students. These programs include 90- 
10 Two-Way Bilingual Immersion (or dual language), 50-50 Two-Way Bilingual 
Immersion, 90-10 One-Way Developmental Bilingual Education, 50-50 One-Way 
Developmental Bilingual Education, 90-10 Transitional Bilingual Education, 50-50 
Transitional Bilingual Education, English as a Second Language taught through academic 
content, and the English mainstream. The investigation also includes quantitative research 
from both urban and rural sites in four regions of the U.S. This data driven research 
provides schools with views on policy decision making in order to design, implement, 
evaluate, and reform their programs to best meet the educational needs of LEP students in
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order to see the highest academic gains possible.
Most importantly for this thesis are the results that show that students in ESL 
programs make greater gains than those who are not receiving ESL support. This data 
will be used as the standard for judging the effectiveness of Hamilton’s “program” in 
Chapter 3. In addition, Thomas and Collier’s study (2001) reports student achievement 
on standardized tests using normal curve equivalents (NCE’s). The NCE’s from the 
Gates Maginitie Reading Test taken by all elementary students in Hamilton will be 
compared against the NCE’s in Thomas and Collier’s study, to prove that LEP students 
in Hamilton do not make achievement gains to the same degree as LEP students receiving 
bilingual/ESL support.
A study by Norris and Ortega (2001) entitled Does type o f  instruction make a 
difference? Substantive findings from a meta-analytic review, synthesized experimental 
primary research on the effectiveness of L2 instruction published between 1980 and 
1998. Two areas of focus on their research synthesis specifically applicable to this 
thesis, were determining the degree of effectiveness of L2 instruction relative to simple 
exposure versus meaning-driven communication, and determining the relative 
effectiveness of different types and categories of L2 instruction. Particular instructional 
treatments were classified according to explicit versus implicit, and whether they 
attempted to focus the learners’ attention to form or meaning (Long, 1991; Long & 
Robinson, 1998, as cited in Norris and Ortega, 2001). Effect sizes indicate that focused 
L2 in stru c tio n al treatm ents consisten tly  outperform ed a range o f
control/comparison/baseline groups by an average of nearly one standard deviation. By 
comparing quantitative study findings on the basis of a common scale of effect size,
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Norris and Ortega found that focused L2 instruction does indeed result in noticeably 
increased gains, unattributable to chance, and that focused L2 instruction is effective in its 
own right.
Norris and Ortega’s study (2001) will be used to support the data results found 
by this researcher, demonstrating once again, that students make greater gains with 
focused L2 instruction as opposed to no L2 instruction. As Norris and Ortega deemed 
pre and post test values critical for examination in the effectiveness of focused L2 
instruction, likewise, this researcher contrasts pre and post test values of three focused 
L2 instructed groups with a control group. Norris and Ortega’s study will also be used in 
conjunction with this author’s findings from a teacher survey, to highlight the need for 
hiring specifically trained and certified ESL teachers to provide this focused L2 
instruction, versus the present alternative of using paraprofessionals, community 
volunteers, or mainstreaming students into regular education classrooms with teachers 
who have no training or knowledge on how to assist ESL students with either the 
acquisition of the English language, nor their content area subjects.
Another significant study demonstrating that the proper placement for ELL’s is in 
an ESL classroom as opposed to only regular education classrooms is Generalizability 
and automaticity o f  second language learning under implicit, incidental, enhanced, 
and instructed conditions by Robinson (1997). Robinson’s experimental study examined 
the extent to which 60 adult Japanese ESL learners were able to learn and correctly apply 
the knowledge of syllabic constraints on verbs. The aim of this laboratory study was to 
contribute an understanding of the learning processes activated when L2 input is received 
under four different training conditions: implicit condition, incidental condition,
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enhanced condition, and instructed condition. Robinson’s goal was to determine the 
effectiveness of learning under conditions with a conscious focus on form versus learning 
under conditions with no focus on form. Research is cited in the article which supports 
the ‘noticing hypothesis’ in L2 acquisition. Backed by this research that all learning 
involves attention and that generalizable learning will result from noticing rules, Robinson 
predicted that the instructed and enhanced conditions will facilitate learning to a greater 
extent than implicit and incidental learning.
Robinson’s research will provide another block in building a case for the necessity 
of L2 instruction by a qualified ESL teacher in Hamilton. The implicit and incidental 
conditions in this study are similar to an ESL student being left to “sink or swim” in a 
regular education classroom, with merely L2 input and no instructor to deliberately select 
features of the L2 for attention and noticing. Only a trained ESL teacher would have the 
knowledge in selecting appropriate grammatical features for ELL’s to notice, and be able 
to provide the meaningful input in order for ELL’s to practice those grammatical features.
Another study demonstrating the benefits of ESL instruction was conducted by 
Porter (1999) entitled The benefits o f  English immersion. The state of California, 
known as the pioneer in many educational arenas such as policies, textbook selection, 
curriculum innovations, and assessments, has had a long history of implementation of 
intensive English-language programs. In 1998, Proposition 227, English for the Children, 
required that all LEP children be provided special help in English immediately upon 
entering school, for one year or longer, when necessary. The goals were to develop early 
literacy in English, provide subject matter instruction in English using a special 
curriculum, and early inclusion of LEP students in mainstream classrooms to maximize
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exposure to native English speakers. After one year, state administered tests reported 
improved performance for LEP students at all grade levels. In addition, Porter touches 
on the wishes of the parents of LEP students. Porter concludes with suggestions for 
administrators to consider when developing new programs for LEP students and 
recommends English-immersion designs appropriate for elementary, junior, and senior, 
high school.
Of the five lessons learned from Proposition 227, according to Chey and 
Gittelsohn (1999, as cited in Porter, 1999), two are particularly significant to the 
Hamilton school district. The first “lesson” is that one year of special help in English 
may not be enough for most children. The second “lesson” is that teacher training in 
English immersion is essential. Porter’s study will support this researcher’s notion that 
sustained English language instruction by trained ESL professionals is essential to the 
success of LEP students in our nation’s schools. Furthermore, the opinions and actions 
of parents of LEP students cited by Porter will spur the gathering and collecting of the 
opinions of parents of students in Hamilton identified as LEP via a parent survey. This 
typically low status, powerless group, has had neither a voice in the schools, or 
advocates to assist them, and their opinions, therefore, have either not been sought out, 
or disregarded, by the school administration. Their opinions on the education their 
children are getting in Hamilton will be used in support for an ESL program for the 
district.
One particular study significant to the present research is Doughty’s (1991) 
Second language instruction does make a difference; evidence from  an empirical study 
o f ESL relativization. Doughty was unsatisfied with previous research attempting to
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demonstrate a direct effect of ESL instruction on SLA acquisition. One problem with 
previous studies is the failure to describe, rather than simply cite, the instructional 
methods used. Methods had simply been cited such as “grammar translation”, 
“audiolingualism, or “natural approach”. Doughty’s experiment sought to determine 
whether (a) L2 instruction affects rate of acquisition of relativization; and (b) different 
instructional methods affect L2 acquisition differently. The two different instructional 
methods were the meaning-oriented instructional group and the rule-oriented 
instructional group. Doughty’s two hypotheses proven in the findings were that L2 
instruction that is semantically and interactionally based (MOG) and L2 instruction that 
is structurally based (ROG) both have a greater effect on the ability to relativize than 
does no instruction, such as was the case for the control group (COG) which received 
only exposure to the features of language. L2 instruction had a positive effect on the rate 
of acquisition of relativization in English.
These results in Doughty’s study (1991) indicate the clear advantage that 
instructional techniques have in drawing the learner’s attention to the target of 
instruction. This research will be used in Chapter three to show the importance of having 
trained ESL teachers who have the knowledge of effective instructional methods which 
bring language features into prominence for the L2 learner. The fact that the control 
group in this study made minimal improvement with only exposure to target features, 
supports the view that mere exposure to the L2 does not create the type of gain in L2 
acquisition that is possible with various ESL instructional strategies. Therefore, leaving 
LEP students in regular education classrooms with no ESL instruction and/or support 
does not allow LEP students to achieve optimal L2 development in the least amount of 
time.
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INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES
Besides showing that ESL instruction increases student achievement in English 
language acquisition by examining statistics, another factor playing a role in student 
achievement is instructional strategies. Thomas and Collier’s national study A National 
Study o f School Effectiveness fo r  Language Minority Students’ Long-Term Academic 
Achievement (2001) contains a checklist of commonly used instructional strategies. 
Some of the strategies effective for use with ESL students are cooperative learning, whole 
language with phonics, authentic assessment, process writing, pairs and small group 
work, thematic lessons, visuals, manipulatives, journal writing, and use of multicultural 
literature. Effective teaching strategies are also defined by Ovando and Collier in 
Bilingual and ESL Classrooms (1998) in terms of their effectiveness with ELL’s in the 
mainstream classroom. Specifically, appropriate instructional strategies are defined for 
teaching the ELL in the content areas of Math, Science, and Social Studies.
A selected portion of Thomas and Collier’s checklist (2001) of instructional 
strategies will serve as a guide for this researcher in the development of a survey for 
teachers of students in this study. The purpose of gathering and comparing information 
on instructional strategies between districts and teachers, is to determine if effective 
teaching strategies used within the regular classroom can override the fact that no ESL 
instruction is taking place. This case could be argued only if Hamilton students show the 
same amount of growth in English acquisition as the three ESL instructed groups. 
Ovando’s and Collier’s research (1998) on effective teaching strategies will be used in the 
discussion of whether particular instructional strategies affect the amount of progress in 
L2 acquisition. The result of this discussion will reveal that the programs that enhance
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L2 acquisition in the content areas are lacking for ELL’s in Hamilton Community 
Schools.
Presenting instruction to the ELL that is meaningful is a challenge to classroom 
teachers who, more often than not, are untrained in strategies helpful to ELL’s. Meyer 
acknowledges the confusion felt by ELL’s in Barriers to meaningful instruction fo r  
English learners (2000) when instruction is partially or totally incomprehensible and 
identifies instructional strategies to assist classroom teachers in making content area 
material meaningful for the ELL. Four barriers, or “loads”, to meaningful instruction are 
presented along with solutions for overcoming those barriers to reach the ELL: Cognitive 
Load, Culture Load, Language Load, and Learning Load is the consideration of the degree 
of appropriateness of teacher expectations for the tasks given to ELL’s regarding their 
participation in and evaluation on assignments. Meyer follows these descriptions with 
specific strategies teachers can use to lighten one or more of these unavoidable loads for 
ELL’s.
Meyer’s article (2000) will be used in conjunction with the feedback analyzed 
from the Teacher Surveys distributed to both regular education teachers and ESL teachers. 
Strategies Meyer’s suggests as beneficial to the ELL will be compared to the results from 
both groups of teacher surveys to determine the extent to which ESL teachers use these 
strategies compared with regular education teachers. Research indicates that acquiring 
CALF to the degree of a native English speaker not only requires five to seven years 
(Collier, 1992; Cummins, 1996; Fillmore, 1991; as cited in Meyers, 2000) of English 
instruction, but also effective teaching strategies, for near native fluency to come to 
fruition. Only a combination of the two will allow ELL’s to communicate and participate
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effectively in academic content in English. Examination of these strategies will reveal that 
regular classroom teachers are not naturally in tune with, or cognitively aware of, using 
these specific strategies that would assist the ELL’s in their classroom. Teachers trained 
in ESL, however, are familiar with and trained in these strategies while recognizing the 
need to use these strategies, which supports the cause of hiring ESL teachers in Hamilton 
Community Schools.
TEACHERS’ ATTITUDES AND STUDENT SELF-ESTEEM
Extraneous factors exist which have the potential to affect a mainstream teacher’s 
attitude toward ESL students, and hence, the instructional strategies employed to assist 
those students. Youngs and Youngs, Jr. in Predictors o f Mainstream Teachers^ Attitudes 
Toward ESL Students (2001) conducted researeh by surveying 143 junior high/middle 
school mainstream teachers on predictors which affect mainstream teachers’ attitudes 
toward ESL students. Those predictors found as having an impact include the 
completion of foreign language or multicultural courses, ESL training, experience abroad, 
work with diverse ESL students, and gender.
An individual’s multicultural exposure, in the variety of forms it takes, impacts 
their relationship with minority students. Hamilton is a small community which 
employs a large number of teachers who were born and raised in this non ethnically 
diverse community. Hamilton Community Schools presently employs no racial or ethnic 
minority teachers. The ELL’s in Hamilton are by far the minority of the student body, 
although this should not diminish the need to service these students. Since Hamilton does 
not create a niche for ELL’s by providing ESL classrooms, a small yet helpful factor
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would be to employ teachers who have voluntarily had multicultural experiences, causing 
them to be more sensitive to the needs of their ELL’s. Predictors from Youngs and 
Youngs, Jr. (2001) survey will be used as part of the questiormaire given to mainstream 
teachers in Hamilton, and the ESL teachers in local districts who are part of the study, to 
determine whether teachers have a majority of the six attitude predictors and if so, if they 
use more effective instructional strategies with their ESL students than those who do not. 
Since Hamilton does not have an ESL program, the least one can hope for is to have 
mainstream teachers who not only willingly, but eagerly, incorporate ESL students into 
their regular, content-area classes, which would preserve, and possibly enhance, the self­
esteem of these students.
Teacher attitudes have an impact on student self-esteem, be it with regular 
education students or ELL’s. In Language Minority Students in the Mainstream 
Classroom (1995) Carrasquillo and Rodriguez address the impact teachers have in the 
development of linguistic, cognitive, and academic skills of LEP students. Furthermore, 
teachers with positive attitudes toward ELL’s will be more inclined to use specific 
instructional strategies which promote self-esteem in ELL’s, such as cooperative learning. 
Teachers who value cultural diversity and regularly include multi-cultural materials and 
content in their lessons enhance student self-esteem by acknowledging the contributions 
of diverse cultures. Competent teachers understand that positive self-concept and 
positive identification with one’s native culture is the foundation for academic success.
Carrasquillo and Rodriguez’s work (1995) will be used in conjunction with the 
results of the teacher survey that was administered to ESL and mainstream teachers alike. 
The survey provides a section eliciting teacher attitudes toward educating ELL’s.
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Examination of the results will determine whether there is slight to great variance between 
classroom teachers and ESL teachers, attitudes towards educating ELL’s.
Collier and Thomas’ study A National Study o f School Effectiveness fo r  
Language Minority Students’ Long-Term Academic Achievement (2001) touches on 
the issue of self-esteem and identity. Two school districts included in their longitudinal 
study are in northern Maine, bordering Canada, where French has been in decline over the 
years and the language of power and status is English. Gradually a negative self-image in 
the francophone adults arose along with lower school achievement of francophone 
students. The ambivalent attitude of the English speaking majority towards minority 
cultures results in low achievement in school.
Work done by Cummins (2000, as cited in Collier and Thomas, 2001), will assist 
in reinforcing the fact that integration and assimilation into the school setting slowly 
destroys ethnolinguistic identity. If school systems show ambivalence by allowing ESL 
students to slip through the cracks by not providing proper ESL instruction, surely that 
will result in lower self-esteem, which in turn leads to low academic achievement.
TEACHER TRAINING
Collier studied the variable of age in the acquisition of a L2 for school with 
students between the ages of 4 - 16 in The Effect o f Age on Acquisition o f  a Second 
Language fo r School (1987). Collier’s research found that interestingly, despite the well 
known “Critical Period Hypothesis” that the younger the child, the more quickly and 
completely their L2 acquisition will be, in the early stages of acquisition, older students 
are faster and more efficient than younger students in L2 acquisition. Twyford in Age-
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related factors in Second Language Acquisition (1997) references Piaget to explain why 
8 - 1 2  year olds acquire a L2 more quickly than younger students, since older students 
develop a conscious awareness of language that enables them to reflect, judge, and 
manipulate the language as it is presented in instruction.
These two articles will be used in the analysis of pre and post test data gathered 
from the administration of the Woodcock-Munoz Language Survey. The findings related 
to the prime age of L2 acquisition may serve as an explanation of any discrepancies that 
arise in the amount of gain made by ESL instructed students of various ages and also 
between Hamilton students of various ages not receiving ESL instruction.
Taking Tyford a bit further, Ellis notes that research shows that simple exposure 
to the L2 is not enough and that L2 learners need L2 data specially suited to their 
particular level of development in Key issues in Second Language Acquisition (1985). 
Research suggests that formal instruction in a L2 can accelerate the process of L2 
acquisition. One main hypothesis regarding L2 acquisition is that second language 
acquisition (SLA) follows a natural sequence of development, but there will be minor 
variations in the order of development and major variations in both the rate o f 
development and the level of proficiency achieved. The second general hypothesis is that 
at any one stage of development, a L2 learner’s interlanguage is comprised of a system of 
variable rules.
Ellis’ research will be used to reinforce the fact having a clear understanding of the 
process of SLA to enable one to teach ESL effectively is the foundation for meeting the 
needs of ESL learners. An ESL teacher is trained in understanding the process and 
sequence of SLA, and the role of LI transfer and its effect on a student’s interlanguage
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and succeeding English acquisition. Ellis’ study provides more support hiring ESL 
certified teachers to work with the LEP population in Hamilton.
SUMMARY
The combination of federal legislation, the number of ELL’s enrolled in a district, 
and the native language of the ELL population, guide school districts in determining the 
most appropriate programming for ELL’s. Once programming is established, factors 
affecting academic achievement of ELL’s need to be considered. Instructional strategies 
employed by both ESL and mainstream teachers need to be effective. Bilingual and ESL 
Classrooms (Ovando and Collier, 1998) will be used as a source for reviewing the federal 
legislation and how that legislation translates into appropriate programming in the school 
system. In addition, Thomas and Collier’s A National Study o f School Effectiveness fo r  
Language Minority Students' Long-Term Academic Achievement (2001) will be a key 
source in the examination of effective instructional strategies for classroom and ESL 
teachers which are necessary to enhance L2 learning. Last, but not least, is the impact 
that ESL programming, or the lack thereof, along with teacher attitudes have on the self­
esteem of ELL’s. Language Minority Students in the Mainstream Classroom 
(Carrasquillo and Rodriguez, 1995) will serve as the basis for the discussion of the results 
from the teacher surveys regarding teacher attitude, degree of exposure to multicultural 
experiences, and use of effective instructional strategies, all of which impact a student’s 
self-esteem. The combination of these considerations are critical to examine when 
proving that providing ESL programming increases the achievement of English language 
acquisition for the ELL.
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CHAPTER THREE: THESIS DESCRIPTION 
INTRODUCTION
Limited English Proficient public school enrollment has increased at both the 
national and state level dramatically in that last five years. These students face significant 
challenges in reaching their academic potential and those that do not succeed are at greater 
risk of becoming dropouts, limiting their chances for success thereafter. In the state of 
Michigan, English language programs, such as ESL, are not provided in all school districts 
for students identified as LEP. Due to the lack of ESL services, these students are not 
excelling academically. Such is the case in Hamilton Community Schools.
In Hamilton, classroom teachers, untrained in ESL methodology, linguistics, 
language acquisition, and culture, struggle with the responsibility of educating LEP 
students in the content areas when the students lack the English language proficiency to 
fully understand the material. In Hamilton, the district has made an attempt to service 
LEP students with a CALP level of 1 by having paraprofessionals or volunteers recruited 
from the community, both of whom are neither trained in teaching ESL, nor certified 
educators, to work with these students for a limited time each day or week. This does 
not fulfill the criteria set by the No Child Left Behind Act to “provide quality 
instruction, based on scientific research for English acquisition” by placing “highly 
qualified teachers in classrooms where English language learners are taught.’ 
Furthermore, these LEP students are forced to take the statewide MEAP test which is 
mandated under the No Child Left Behind Act. The academic success, or lack thereof, 
of LEP students as a subgroup affects the district average on the MEAP test. Despite
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the existing number of students identified as LEP, Hamilton does not provide sufficient 
English language instruction for these students to reach their potential academically.
This researcher hopes to bring to light the discrepancy in achievement that exists 
between ESL instructed students and non ESL instructed students in order to highlight 
this disservice to LEP students, which in turn should validate the need for an ESL 
program in Hamilton.
OVERVIEW
This chapter will begin by restating the intended outcome, goals, and objectives in 
this research. A description of the subjects from all four school districts involved in the 
study will follow along with the manner in which they were grouped for the comparative 
analysis. In addition, the teachers who responded to the Teacher Survey will be 
described. Next, design of the study is explained, with a thorough description of the 
Woodcock-Munoz Language Survey, which is the primary tool used to data collection in 
this study. The sequence of steps taken in obtaining the results of the WMLS, Teacher 
Survey, and NCE scores, along with reasons for these steps, will be explained. In 
addition, the criteria used in determining whether the thesis succeeded in achieving the 
stated outcomes, goals, and objectives will be explained. The student achievement gains 
gleaned from pre and post test results will be analyzed backed by prominent research 
supporting the results of this research study. Additionally, information from the Teacher 
Surveys will be examined to determine the impact this insight may have on the 
achievement and progress of LEP students. Furthermore, a comparison of Gates 
Maginitie Reading Test NCE scores of Hamilton elementary students with the average
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elementary student body NCE scores will be analyzed. Critical research previewed in 
Chapter Two will be expounded upon to assist in the interpretation of the conclusions 
drawn from both the student test results and Teacher Surveys, both of which indicate a 
need for an ESL program in Hamilton. ESL programming will be discussed along with 
reviews of research supporting the cause. Finally, suggestions for the use of these results 
will be given along with methods for sharing the knowledge gained in this thesis with 
professionals for whom it may be beneficial.
DESCRIPTION OF THE SUBJECTS
Carrasquillo and Rodriguez (1995) in Language Minority Students in the 
M ainstream Classroom, describe the four characteristics o f LEP students, as 
recommended by the U.S. federal government, to be used in the process of identifying 
LEP students enrolled in a school district;
1. “The student was bom outside of the U.S. or whose native language is 
not English.
2. The student comes from an environment where a language other than 
English is dominant.
3. The student is American Indian, Alaskan Native and comes from an 
environment where a language other than English has had a significant 
impact on his/her level of English proficiency.
4. The student has sufficient difficulty speaking, reading, writing or 
understanding the English language to deny him or her the opportunity to 
learn successfully in English-only classrooms.”
The 1999-2000 Survey o f States’ Limited English Proficient Students and
Available Educational Programs and Services (SEA Survey) found that 90% of the
school districts in their survey identified LEP students through the use of home language
surveys, teacher observations and/or interviews, and parent information. Other methods
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of identification included student records, grades, informal assessments, and referrals. 
95% used a language proficiency test for LEP student placement and identification. 
Initially, this researcher identified students in the Hamilton Community Schools who 
needed to be tested for LEP through the use of Home Language Surveys, which take into 
account the above descriptors. These were collected at each of the four Hamilton 
elementary buildings, the middle school, and the high school from families indicating that 
their child has been or is presently exposed to a language other than English. All 21 
students included in this research are regular education students. They range in grade 
from Kindergarten through tenth grade with CALP levels ranging from one to four. Some 
of the students were bom in the U.S. and live in a home in which a language other than 
English is spoken, and are fluent oral speakers of English with substantial BICS. Two 
arrived in the U.S. two months before taking the pre-test, with no formal schooling in 
English, thus being primarily monolingual in their native language. Native languages, or 
languages spoken in the home include Spanish, Laotian, Cantonese, Vietnamese, 
Cambodian, Khmer, and German.
Meanwhile, pre and post test data, in the form of Grade Level Equivalent, from 
the Woodcock Munoz Language Survey was collected from students in grades K-12 from 
the three local school districts of Zeeland, Holland, and West Ottawa, all of which have 
ESL programming. This data serves as a standard against which the scores of Hamilton 
LEP students will be compared. As with data from Hamilton, only test scores from 
regular education students were collected. Data from Zeeland was obtained from 
Roosevelt Elementary and includes students from Kindergarten through fifth grade with 
CALP levels ranging from two to four. Data from Holland Public Schools was obtained
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at both the elementary and secondary levels. The elementary data is from 34 students at 
Van Raalte Elementary who range from first through fifth grade with CALP levels ranging 
from one to four. The ten students from Holland High School whose data is included in 
this research are all in the Newcomer class. Newcomers are students who have been in 
the coimtiy less than three months with no formal schooling in the U.S. before entering 
Holland Public Schools. Therefore they are totally monolingual. For this reason, no pre­
test was given since it is a true assumption that they begin ESL instruction at CALP level 
one. Therefore, their assigned pre-test grade equivalent is given as 0.0. (See Appendix 
O). Data from West Ottawa Public Schools was obtained from Harbor Lights Middle 
School. The eight sixth grade students included range from CALP levels one to four and 
speak either Spanish or Cambodian as their native language. In addition to ESL 
instruction during the school day, some of these students regularly attended after-school 
study sessions three to four times per week for English instruction and assistance with 
coursework.
The student subjects are grouped by school district, the determining factor 
indicating whether they receive ESL instruction. The data is further broken down into the 
three groups of elementary students, middle school students, and high school students so 
that student results at similar grade levels and cognitive levels can be compared between 
districts.
DESIGN DESCRIPTION
All student data used in the comparative analysis was obtained from the 
Woodcock-Munoz Language Survey (WMLS). The Woodcock-Munoz Language
46
Survey - English (Woodcock & Munoz, 1993) is a set of four individually administered 
tests providing a sampling of proficiency in the separate components of oral language, 
reading, and writing, and also an overall measure of language competence. The scores 
from different combinations of these tests provide information regarding an individual’s 
Cognitive-Academic Language Proficiency, or, CALP level; the type of language ability 
necessary for school learning. For this reason, the test is particularly useful in the school 
setting. Among other data provided on the WMLS is grade level equivalent, which is the 
main method this researcher shows growth in language proficiency. Both of these results 
can be used for decision making such as LEP placement and program planning.
The four components of the Woodcock-Munoz Language Survey are;
1. Picture Vocabulary
This measures the expressive ability to name pictured objects. The task requires 
word retrieval at the single-word level. Vocabulary is introduced gradually from familiar 
to less familiar objects. Performance on this is influenced by prior educational 
experiences specific to the mainstream culture and environment. Poor performance 
typically indicates lack of such stimulation and/or exposure.
2. Verbal Analogies
This test measures the ability to reason with the language, comprehend, and 
verbally complete a logical word relationship. While the vocabulary is somewhat simple, 
the complexity among the words increases. Low scores can reflect a lack of 
communicative competence or an inability to draw inferences about previously 
understood vocabulary due to lack of receptive and expressive language skills. High 
scores reflect a combination of communicative competence and the ability to express 
reasoning with words.
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3. Letter-Word Identification
The first few items measure the ability to match a rebus with a picture of an 
object. The remaining items test the individual’s reading identification skills with isolated 
letters and words. The items gradually increase in difficulty with words that appear less 
frequently in written language. The task requires an ability to decipher codes and obtain 
meaning from text. Word recognition skills play a factor in low vs. high scores.
4. Dictation
The first six items measure prewriting skills such as drawing lines and copying 
letters. The remaining items measure the subject’s knowledge of letter forms, spelling, 
punctuation, capitalization, and word usage. Printing is preferred but cursive is 
acceptable. Handwriting readiness plays a role in success. Specific errors can be 
examined to determine whether the subject spells phonetically, and whether a difference 
exists in the subject’s ability to spell words with regular grapheme-phoneme 
correspondence and those requiring memorization of visual features.
Due to the wide age range and breadth of language covered, the test can be used to;
1. Classify a subject’s English or Spanish language proficiency according to five 
different levels of proficiency with language tasks. It provides a sound procedure for 
determining cutoff points for five levels of CALP in subjects over 48 months.
Level 5: Advanced English or Spanish CALP
If  monolingual instruction is given at the subject’s chronological age or 
corresponding grade level, language demands of the learning task will be very easy.
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Level 4: Fluent English or Spanish CALP 
If provided monolingual instruction at the subject’s chronological age or 
corresponding grade level, language demands of the learning task will be manageable.
Level 3: Limited English or Spanish CALP 
If monolingual instruction at the subject’s chronological age or corresponding grade 
level is provided, language demands of the learning task will be difficult.
Level 2: Very Limited English or Spanish CALP 
If  provided monolingual instruction at the subject’s chronological age or 
corresponding grade level, language demands of the learning task will be extremely 
difficult.
Level 1 : Negligible English or Spanish CALP 
If  provided monolingual instruction at the subject’s chronological age or 
corresponding grade level, language demands of the learning task will be impossible to 
manage.
2. Determine eligibility for bilingual services.
3. Help teachers understand a student’s language abilities to assist in setting short 
and long term goals regarding placement and planning.
4. Assess a subject’s progress of readiness for English-only instruction.
5. Provide information about program effectiveness. The Survey contains a
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continuous-year feature of each Survey’s norms for the school-age sample.
DATA COLLECTION
With the exception of students from Sandyview Elementary, who had previously 
been tested by an outside ESL consultant in the winter and spring of 2002, the Hamilton 
students were pretested using the Woodcock-Munoz Language Survey by this researcher 
between September and November of 2002. Those students who scored at a CALP 3-4 
level or lower, or scored at the 40th percentile in either the oral or reading portion of the 
test, as determined by the MDE in determining eligibility for ESL services, were given the 
WMLS as a posttest in April of 2003. The researcher contacted ESL teachers in Holland, 
Zeeland, and West Ottawa to obtain the pre and post test scores on the WMLS used for 
comparative purposes in this research.
Among the many interpretive scores available from the WMLS, this researcher 
chose to collect and analyze the grade equivalent (GE), or grade score, reflecting a 
subject’s performance in terms of grade level and month. For example, a GE of 2.9 means 
the subject is performing at a the level of a second grader in the ninth month. The 
WMLS provides GE scores on the Oral Language section, the Reading/Writing section, 
and also as a Broad Ability score. The one exception is that of West Ottawa, whose 
version of the Woodcock-Munoz gives results in four sections (See Appendix N). 
Therefore, the GE for each student’s pre and post test was collected from each of the 
given sections. This measurement not only is familiar to educators, but also serves as a 
useful tool in evaluating scores and understanding progress. Thus, GE is an appropriate 
measurement for conducting a comparative analysis between school districts.
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In order to establish a valid method for obtaining a true comparison between 
districts, the dates of each subject’s pre and post test was needed. The four districts 
involved in this study each assess their students at different times of the year, which 
creates varying lengths of time between the pre and post test. For some students, the 
window between the pre and post test is five months, while for other students the testing 
window is nine months. In order to eradicate the discrepancy arising from this variance, 
and thus paint a true picture of comparative gains, each student’s growth in language 
proficiency during their respective testing window was determined by calculating the GE 
difference between the post-test and pre-test. This is stated in terms of Grade Level 
Growth for each of the three areas of the test for Hamilton, Zeeland, and Holland, and 
each of the four areas for West Ottawa (See Appendices 1-0).
In order to simplify the comparison, rather than use three or four numbers for 
comparison, an average for each each subject was calculated. The Average Growth Per 
Student was determined by averaging the three, or four, GE scores. This number, 
however, cannot be used for comparison as is, since the testing window among districts 
varies. Therefore, in order to obtain a a standard against which scores from all districts 
can be measured, the Average Growth Per Month in English language proficiency was 
calculated by dividing the Average Growth Per Student by the number of months between 
their pre and post test (See Appendices 1-0). This Average Growth Per Month provides 
a uniform measurement which can be used for comparison between districts. Finally, for 
ease of understanding, the Average Growth Per Month was turned into an annual number. 
With the understanding that an academic school year is nine months in length, the Annual 
Projected Growth was calculated by multiplying the Average Growth Per Month by nine
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(See Appendices I-O). Stated in this manner, for example, an Aimual Projected Growth 
score of 1.2 is interpreted as a student making gains of one year, two months, in a nine 
month school year in English language proficiency. This Annual Projected Growth is 
then a valid, reliable, and uniform number for comparing scores between individual 
students, schools, and districts alike.
NCE scores were also collected from the 2002 Gates Maginitie Reading Test, 
given annually to grades K-5. Seven of the eight elementary subjects in Hamilton were 
enrolled in the district in 2002 and hence, their scores from the Gates were available. In 
order to determine how LEP students in Hamilton are performing compared to their 
native English speaking peers, average NCE scores were collected from the district’s 
curriculum director for each grade of the two elementary buildings in which the LEP 
subjects are enrolled, along with the average NCE scores of each grade level in the 
Hamilton school district as a whole. Therefore, by using these NCE scores, the 
elementary LEP students as a subgroup can be compared to the total average elementary 
student population in Hamilton for the purpose of evaluating the progress and 
achievement of LEP students in relation to the total study body.
In addition, a Teacher Survey was devised to determine specific instructional 
strategies teachers use in their classrooms, their level of training in ESL instruction, their 
experience with and/or exposure to multiculturalism, and their feelings concerning 
instructing ESL students in their classrooms. This survey was mailed to all regular 
education classroom teachers in Hamilton who are presently teaching the students 
identified as LEP. Teaching experience among this group ranges from first year teachers 
to one retiring at the end of this year. A portion teach the Social Sciences, including
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geography, history, and social studies, a portion teach Humanities, including art, drama, 
English, foreign languages, music, and speech, a portion teach the Natural and Physical 
Sciences of algebra, geometry, earth science, and physical science, while another group 
teaches all subjects in the elementary classroom. Twenty three surveys were returned 
from Hamilton teachers. The survey was also mailed to experienced ESL teachers in 
Zeeland, Holland, and West Ottawa, who serve students ranging from Kindergarten to 
high school. Seven surveys were distributed to ESL teachers and all seven surveys were 
returned.
The Teacher Survey results are divided into two groups; one being teachers in the 
Hamilton school district, which provides no ESL services, the other being ESL teachers 
presently teaching ESL in local districts surrounding Hamilton. Data from these surveys 
was analyzed by tallying the number of teachers using each of the listed instructional 
strategies and then calculating the percent of the total responses. The same was done for 
determining the percent of teachers who have had the listed multicultural experiences, and 
training in ESL. Determining whether differences exist in these areas between the two 
groups of teachers, which would significantly affect the achievement of ESL students, 
was deemed an important consideration in this study. Moreover, when confronted with 
the responsibility of educating ESL students without the tools to do so effectively and 
confidently, the revealing voices of the teachers as cited in the three short answer items, 
need to be heard by school administrators.
For this same reason, it was the desire of this researcher to survey the parents of 
the Hamilton students identified as LEP, on their perception of the degree to which they 
feel their child’s needs are presently being met with regards to English language
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acquisition and also general academic progress. This knowledge would provide insight for 
the district to consider regarding their treatment of LEP students. However, after the 
construction of a Parent Survey (See Appendix G), and revision of the survey based on 
feedback from two principals, one of whom also serves as curriculum director, it was sent 
to Jim Kos, superintendent of Hamilton Community Schools for his approval. Mr. Kos 
stated (personal communication, March 28, 2003) that he felt uncomfortable sending this 
to the parents of LEP students because it would raise an interest on their part in the 
possibility of providing ESL instruction in Hamilton, to which he would have to respond 
negatively should they request ESL services. He would not approve of the use of this 
survey.
It was the hope of this researcher to provide an avenue for the voices of these 
parents to be heard, gaining valuable insight into a subgroup of the community often 
disregarded. In The Benefits o f  English Immersion, Porter (2000) gives basic 
recommendations for administrators when developing new ELL programs. Porter 
suggests researching the demographics of the language-minority population in order to 
define district priorities, including taking into account the wishes o f local parents of LEP 
and bilingual children. Porter cites a national survey which reports 75% of foreign born 
parents want English instruction to be the first priority of the schools. Porter also 
highlights a 1996 Los Angeles boycott staged by parents of Mexican-American children 
who protested the principal’s unwillingness to increase the amount of English-language 
instruction despite appeals by parents. Moreover, in the chapter Educational Reform: 
Literacy and Poverty Pimps, Macedo in Literacies of Power (1994) addresses the issue 
of American “migrant” workers abroad who have unlimited access and resources to
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educate their children at private American schools, while the immigrant population in the 
U.S., contrarily, are in a powerless position without these privileges. Parents of LEP 
students need a liaison to serve as an advocate for them so that their voices are heard. 
They deserve the same degree of power and privileges as any subgroup of the school 
community.
Conservative educators, according to Macedo, attempt to keep the present 
unchanged, rather than moving on with evolving conditions and adjusting the ideology of 
the schools accordingly. Due to our rapidly changing multicultural society, Macedo 
points out that schools need not be reformed, but transformed to reflect a new ideology. 
This ideology needs to reflect an understanding of the interdependence of the schools and 
the community which they service. In many other areas of education, from curriculum 
and programming, to homework and parent/teacher conferences, the importance of the 
triangular relationship between the parents, students, and school is stressed. Yet, by 
neglecting an opportunity to gather input on the school experiences o f the English 
Language Learner, the parental link has been neither recognized nor valued by the 
Hamilton Community Schools.
STRATEGIES AND METHODOLOGIES
The main factor determining the success o f this thesis is whether, as 
hypothesized, a discrepancy exists in the amount of progress made between LEP 
students receiving ESL instruction in a formal ESL program, and LEP students receiving 
no formal ESL instruction who are mainstreamed into the regular education classroom. 
As cited in the Appendices I - P, the results of the comparative analysis indicate that
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indeed, direct ESL instruction significantly increases gains in English language proficiency 
compared to English language proficiency gains made by students who do not receive 
direct ESL instruction. As the Cumulative Results in Appendix P indicate, for students 
in Hamilton Community Schools, the average annual grade level growth in English 
language proficiency is 0.89, while for students in the surrounding districts of Zeeland, 
Holland, and West Ottawa, the average annual grade level growth in English language 
proficiency is 1.49. Students in districts where ESL instruction is provided make nearly 
twice the gain in English language proficiency as students receiving no ESL instruction. 
As predicted, this data clearly demonstrates the obvious and positive impact of ESL 
instmction on growth in English language proficiency.
COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF WMLS
A startling discrepancy exists between subject HAM HS 4 (See Appendix K) and 
the Holland High School group (See Appendix O). The average annual growth in grade 
level language proficiency for subject HAM HS 4 is 1.50, while the average annual grade 
level growth for the entire group of Newcomers at Holland High School is 2.12. The 
Holland High School group is composed entirely of Newcomers; totally monolingual at 
the date of the pre-test. Subject HAM HS 4 was also a Newcomer at the date of the 
pretest. Therefore, a valid comparison can be made since HAM HS 4 began at the same 
CALP level, (1) cognitive level, and age as the Holland High School group, but did not 
make progress in language proficiency to the same degree. The main difference existing to 
explain this discrepancy in grade level gains is that HAM HS 4 does not receive intensive 
ESL instruction on a daily basis from a certified ESL teacher, whereas the group of
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Newcomers from Holland High School do. Subject HAM HS 4 receives some help 
acquiring English from a community volunteer. Obviously, this assistance does not 
promote the type of growth possible with an educationally sound ESL program in place.
Another significant discrepancy exists when comparing the middle school students 
from Hamilton and West Ottawa. The average annual grade level gain made by Hamilton 
students is .51 while the average annual grade level gain made by the West Ottawa 
subjects is 1.88. Interestingly, the West Ottawa sample is composed entirely o f sixth 
graders, whereas the Hamilton sample includes only seventh and eighth graders. 
Therefore, one might expect the older group to progress more due to increased levels of 
eognitive development due to their age. However, this is not the case, which provides 
more weight to the argument in favor of providing ESL instruction. We can safely assume 
the Hamilton group is actually at a slightly higher level of cognitive development, since 
they are one to two years older than the West Ottawa group, yet their English language 
progression is occurring at a much slower rate. The West Ottawa group is progressing at 
a rate three and one half times more than the Hamilton group. Another factor to consider 
in explaining the much larger gains made by West Ottawa students is that the majority 
participated in after school ESL instruction, combined with support in content areas 
classes. Here again, lies more proof that specific attention to language development does 
increase student achievement.
Norris and Ortega’s study (2001) entitled Does type o f  instruction make a 
difference? Substantive findings from a meta-analytic review examined the impact that 
specific language instruction has on L2 acquisition, as it the case in Holland, Zeeland, and 
West Ottawa, compared to simple exposure to the L2, as in Hamilton. Particular
5 7
instructional treatments were classified according to explicit versus implicit, and whether 
they attempted to focus the learners’ attention to form (FonF), forms (FonFS), or 
meaning (FonM) (Long, 1991; Long & Robinson, 1998, as cited in Norris and Ortega, 
2001). Their research on the effectiveness of instruction shows that the treatment 
groups differed from the control/comparison/baseline groups by approximately one 
standard deviation. The average effect size observed across all instructional treatments 
was d=0.96. Considering Cohen’s recommendation (1988, as cited in Norris and Ortega, 
2001) that effect sizes of 0.80 or greater should be considered large effects, Norris and 
Ortega’s research synthesis suggests that any type of focused instructional treatment far 
surpasses non-focused or minimally focused exposure to the L2. The authors also 
investigated the effectiveness of L2 instructional treatments by contrasting post-test 
values for individual treatments with the pre-test values, and also by contrasting 
treatment groups versus control/comparison/baseline groups. Effect sizes indicate that 
focused L2 instructional treatments consistently outperformed a range of 
control/comparison/baseline groups by an average of nearly one standard deviation. In 
summary, by comparing quantitative study findings on the basis of a common scale of 
effect size, Norris and Ortega found that focused L2 instruction does indeed result in 
noticeably increased gains, unattributable to chance, and that focused L2 instruction is 
effective in its own right. This data falls in line with the results found by this researcher, 
demonstrating once again, that students make greater gains with focused L2 instruction as 
opposed to no L2 instruction, which should serve as an affirmation for ESL programs.
Ovando and Collier (1998) state that the typical native English speaker makes 10 
months’ progress in each 10 month school year in academic subjects, in the
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developmental acquisition of English, and cognitive development. In order to ensure that 
“similar instructional outcomes by the end of the school years”, as the courts hold, are 
achieved under equal educational opportunity, an ELL must outperform the average 
native English speaker in the L2 to catch up. In essence, providing that an ELL begins 
school three years behind a native English speaker in achievement, the ELL must make 15 
years of progress during 12 years of schooling whereas the native English speaker needs 
to make 12 years’ progress in 12 years’ time.
The results in Appendix P, viewed in total, indicate that older students make 
greater gains in language proficiency than younger students. In Language Minority 
Students in the Mainstream Classroom (1995) Carrasquillo and Rodriguez state that 
older children, due to both cognitive maturity and the degree of literacy developed in their 
first language, initially acquire the L2 faster than younger children. They proceed through 
the early stages of syntactic and morphological development faster than younger children. 
In addition, since LI mastery and cognitive development will transfer to the L2, older 
children who have developed these skills in the LI will be more likely to develop 
similarly in the L2. Cummins also states in Language, Power, and Pedagogy, (2000) 
that students with strong LI academic and conceptual skills before learning the L2 reach 
higher levels of proficiency in English. This research may explain the large gains of 2.12 
Average Annual Grade Level Growth made by the Holland High School students, (See 
Appendix O) compared to 1.88 Average Annual Grade Level Growth made by the West 
Ottawa middle school students, .51 for Hamilton Middle School students, 1.06, 0.9, and 
1.18 Average Annual Grade Level Growth made by Zeeland, Holland, and Hamilton 
elementary schools respectively. The large growth made by Holland High School
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students is reinforced by the fact that this group is composed entirely of Newcomers; 
totally monolingual at the date of the pre-test. Therefore, their age, and thus cognitive 
development, along -with their mastery of their LI, explains the greater growth compared 
to both groups of younger students in the study.
Similarly, Collier studied the variable of age in the acquisition of a L2 for school 
with students between the ages of 4 - 16 in The Effect o f Age on Acquisition o f a 
Second Language fo r  School (1987). This research found also that despite the well 
known “Critical Period Hypothesis” that the younger the child, the more quickly and 
completely their L2 acquisition will be, in the early stages of acquisition, older students 
(ages 8 - 12) are faster and more efficient than younger students (ages 4 - 7 )  due to their 
advanced cognitive development, and their near complete acquisition of their first 
language, which is then available for transfer. Twyford in Age-related factors in Second 
Language Acquisition (1997) references Piaget to explain why 8 - 1 2  year olds acquire a 
L2 more quickly than younger students, 4 - 7  year olds, since 8 - 1 2  year olds develop a 
conscious awareness of language that enables them to reflect, judge, and manipulate the 
language as it is presented in instruction. Piaget’s theory rings true for the ESL instructed 
groups since the older students at West Ottawa middle school make average grade level 
gains of 1.88, while the Holland and Zeeland elementary schools make average grade level 
gains of 1.06 and 0.9 respectively (See Appendix P).
The findings related to the prime age of L2 acquisition serve as an explanation of 
the large discrepancy existing between the amount of grade level gains made by the high 
school population compared to the younger groups. Although the Hamilton High School 
students are at a similar level of cognitive development as Holland High School students,
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only one of the four students is a Newcomer. The other three students did not have the 
advantage of mastering a LI before being exposed to an L2, which may be one factor 
influencing their lower average growth in grade level. Ovando and Collier (1998) explain 
that “cognitive slowdown” occurs when LEP students learn English without continuing 
their cognitive development in the LI. Lessened LI cognitive development results in 
lower test scores during the more cognitively demanding years of middle and high school. 
In addition to the lack of direct ESL instruction, this research may be another reason the 
discrepancy in average annual growth exists between the two high school groups in the 
study.
Results of this study support Lau v. Nichols (1974) which ruled that submersing 
LEP students in the mainstream with no extra support, as is the situation in Hamilton, is 
not considered meaningful education. Ovando and Collier (1998) state that the typical 
native English speaker makes 10 months’ progress in each 10 month school year in 
academic subjects, in the developmental acquisition of English, and cognitive 
development. In order to ensure that “similar instructional outcomes by the end of the 
school years”, as the courts hold, are achieved under equal educational opportunity, an 
ELL must outperform the average native English speaker in the L2 to catch up. In 
essence, providing that an ELL begins school three years behind a native English speaker 
in achievement, the ELL must make 15 years of progress during 12 years of schooling 
whereas the native English speaker needs to make 12 years’ progress in 12 years’ time.
This is due to the fact that initially, an achievement gap of 25-30 NCE’s typically 
exist between the two groups of learners. Therefore, the distributions of scores for ELL’s 
and native English speakers should be indistinguishable after 12 years of school for both
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groups. If ELL’s are to make 15 years of progress in 12 years of schooling, that 
translates to 1.25 grade level gains per year needed to catch up to their native speaking 
peers. Results in Appendices 1-P illustrate that all three groups of Hamilton students fall 
below that mark with the average gain being 0.89, or .36 grade level gains behind the goal. 
In contrast, the average grade level gain for the local districts with ESL services is 1.49 per 
year. This group is succeeding expectations in the game of catching up to their native 
English speaking peers by .24 grade level gains per month. This data again highlights the 
boon of ESL instruction in making gains each year, as the No Child Left Behind Act 
(2002) requires.
In Two languages are better than one, Thomas and Collier (1997) describe closing 
the equity gap between ELL’s and native English speakers in a similar fashion. First 
language acquisition is a work in progress and not completed until young adulthood. 
Native English speakers, make 10 months’ of academic progress in a 10 month school 
year in English development. Since ELL’s, on the other hand, cannot demonstrate all of 
their knowledge in the L2, initially score three or more years below grade level on tests in 
English. Thomas and Collier state that therefore, these learners must outpace native 
speakers by one and one-half years progress on academic tests in their L2, or a total of 
nine years’ progress in six years. Bridging this gap underscores the need for quality ESL 
teachers using sound educational instructional methods.
COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF NCE SCORES
In addition to the results comparing uninstructed LEP students with their peers 
who receive ESL instruction, results comparing the NCE scores of LEP students in
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Hamilton with their native English speaking peers also show a large discrepancy in 
achievement. Research setting the stage for understanding the results of this study comes 
from Thomas and Collier’s study A national study o f school effectiveness fo r  language 
minority students’ long-term academic achievement (2001). Students in their study 
scored at the 49th NCE on a standardized reading test in second grade, and the 45th NCE 
by third grade. With each grade, their scores continued on a downward spiral to the 22nd 
NCE by tenth grade and the 25th NCE by be eleventh grade. The achievement o f these 
students, or lack thereof, resulted in almost 3/4 of a standard deviation (15 NCEs) 
compared to peers who did receive bilingual ESL services. Furthermore, the largest 
number of dropouts came from the group not receiving ESL services at 4.6% and the 
highest retention rate (being retained in the same grade for two years) at 13.9%, along 
with the lowest attendance rate of 93.5%. Those LEP students who had received 
bilingual/ESL support during their elementary school years had the lowest dropout rate 
(1.5%), lowest retention rate (9%0, and highest attendance rate (96.8%) of any group in 
the school district. When ESL content classes were provided for two to three years, 
followed by immersion in the English mainstream, ELL graduates ranged from the 31st to 
40th NCE, with a median of the 34th NCE by the end of their high school years.
The same pattern was found to be true for the math achievement o f ELL’s 
receiving no ESL instruction. As in reading, they started out well in second and third 
grade, but by tenth and eleventh grade, their scores went down steadily to the 34th NCE. 
Thomas and Collier (2001) conclude that their findings indicate that ESL services raise 
students’ achievement levels by significant amounts. Thomas and Collier strongly advise 
parents against refusing ESL services for their children since their children’s long-term
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achievement will most likely be much lower as a result. The cost of doing nothing for 
LEP students, as is evident in this study, is dramatic underachievement. This hard data 
cannot be ignored and is a valid example of the detrimental effects on student achievement 
when LEP students are left to “sink or swim.”
One of the goals o f this research is to demonstrate that LEP students 
mainstreamed into the regular education classroom without ESL instruction do not 
succeed academically. Ovando and Collier (1998) note that in order to evaluate 
programming, ELL’s should be compared to native English speakers on tests given in 
English. The success of an ESL program should be determined by the degree to which it 
contributes to the closing of the typical 25-30 NCE achievement gap between the two 
groups. A comparative analysis was conducted to determine whether a discrepancy exists 
between the NCE’s of ELL’s and the average NCE’s of the the elementary student 
population in Hamilton, using the Gates scores (See Appendix Q). A discrepancy in 
scores between LEP students and the building and district average will clearly 
demonstrate that LEP students in Hamilton are not succeeding academically equal to their 
native English speaking peers.
The Gates is a norm-referenced test (NRT). NRT’s compare a student’s 
performance to the performance of students nationwide in a representative “norm group” 
composed of students from school districts in each region of the U.S. (Ovando and 
Collier, 1998). This is an important measurement to use since the goal of ESL education is 
that ELL’s will reach the typical performance as native English speakers on all tests in 
the curriculum. Scores for NRT’s are given in NCE’s, or percentile’s, which rank local 
students in a distribution of nationally representative students.
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As Appendix Q indicates, the seven elementary subjects for which 2002 Gates 
scores were available scored significantly below their grade level building average and their 
grade level district average. The NCE achievement gap ranges from 13.1 to 50.1. The 
average NCE for the ELL’s is 24.1 compared to the building averages of 33.4 NCE’s and 
the district average of 32.7 NCE’s.
Just as Thomas and Collier (2001) found, as subjects advance in grade level, NCE 
scores drop. This explain the creation of a larger gap for the 4th and 5th grade students 
between the building and district average NCE’s than with the kindergartner and second 
grader. The average NCE for the five 4th and 5th graders is 20.2, while the average NCE 
for the Kindergartner and 2nd grader is 34. Likewise, Collier in The effect o f age on 
acquisition of a second language for school (1987) found that older students, ages 12 - 
15, had the greatest difficulty reaching age and grade norms. This may be caused by the 
increasing complexity of language development at each succeeding grade level in addition 
to missing content area instruction while learning English. As they master English, they 
may lose two to three years in the content area subjects.
From the comparative analysis of the NCE achievement gap existing between 
ELL’s and the district as a whole, the evidence is clear that ELL’s in Hamilton severely 
lag behind their native speaking peers. In order to close this achievement gap, a 
structured, long-term ESL program needs to be implemented in Hamilton.
ANALYSIS OF INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES
A secondary factor supporting the need for ESL service for the LEP students of 
Hamilton Community Schools is results of the Teacher Survey (See Appendix B). The
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purpose of gathering and comparing information on instructional strategies between 
districts and teachers, is to determine if  effective teaching strategies used within the 
regular classroom override the fact that no ESL instruction is taking place. This case 
could be argued only if  Hamilton students show the same amount of growth in English 
acquisition as the three ESL instructed groups. However, in light of the comparative 
analysis conducted on the results of the Woodcock-Munoz Language Survey, which 
points to the significant discrepancy existing between the ESL instructed students and the 
non-ESL instructed students, this argument is now irrelevant. The results from the 
Teacher Survey indicate that the educationally sound teaching methods found by Ovando 
and Collier in Bilingual and ESL Classrooms (1998) to be both effective and necessary 
in educating ELL’s are used far more frequently by the ESL teachers than the regular 
education classroom teachers (See Appendix B). This lends support to the results of the 
comparative analysis between districts revealing nearly twice the growth in language 
proficiency for ELL’s receiving ESL instruction versus ELL’s receiving none shown in 
Appendix P.
Only two strategies, text-driven instruction, and lecture, were used more 
frequently by regular education classroom teachers than ESL teachers, but these two 
strategies are the only two on the survey that are more harmful and helpful to the ELL. 
36% of regular education teachers use text-driven instruction “frequently” and 64% use it 
“sometimes” (See Appendix C). 43% of these teachers use lecture “frequently” and 39% 
use it “sometimes”. As Ovando and Collier (1998) note, this passive learning limits 
students’ opportunities for language production by experimenting freely with original 
language. Passive learning may be sufficient for a portion of native English speakers,
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however, when these two instructional strategies are used to the extent indicated by the 
Teacher Surveys, clearly, mainstreaming ELL’s into the regular education classroom will 
not provide many and varied opportunities to develop English language proficiency.
On the other hand, the active, inquiry-based strategies such as cooperative 
learning, discovery learning, and use of hands-on materials, are used “frequently” by 86%, 
57%, and 100% of ESL teachers, respectively, in the Teacher Survey (See Appendix C). 
Thomas and Collier (1997, as cited in Ovando and Collier, 1998) found that ELL’s taught 
through collaborative discovery learning, using interdisciplinary content, reached levels 
comparable to or exceeding native English speakers in academic growth. Elementary 
teachers report using active learning strategies more frequently than content area teachers 
in the high school and middle school, which is one variable that could explain the greater 
growth (See Appendices I-J and P) shown by elementary students in Hamilton (1.18) 
compared to the two older groups in Hamilton (0.89 and 0.51).
The only strategy used by both groups equally (29% “frequently”) is the use of 
graphic organizers such as outlines, timelines, flowcharts, mapping, graphs, charts, and 
diagrams (See Appendix C). 71% of ESL teachers use graphic organizers “sometimes” 
and 43% of the mainstream teachers report use of graphic organizers “sometimes”. 
Unfortunately, 29% of mainstream teachers also report “rarely” using graphic organizers. 
As Carrasquillo and Rodriguez (1995) in Language Minority Students in the 
Mainstream Classroom note, graphic organizers such as these assist ELL’s in 
processing academic content. By organizing content material graphically, students are 
better able to understand, store and retrieve information. Specific to content area classes, 
use of graphic organizers would assist LEP students in the comprehension of both the
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linguistic and cognitive components of the material presented.
Another factor possibly influencing the smaller Average Annual Grade Level 
Growth in language proficiency for both middle and high school students in Hamilton 
compared to middle and high school students in West Ottawa and Holland, might be that 
only 14% of regular classroom teachers activate prior knowledge “frequently” in their 
lessons, compared with 86% of ESL teachers. As the use of academic language increases 
at each succeeding grade level, with fewer context clues from which to deduce meaning, 
the more students are in need of activation of background knowledge and prior experience 
to provide a context for understanding the new knowledge (Ovando and Collier, 1998). In 
Barriers to Meaningful Instruction for English Learners, Meyer, (2000) describes the 
term Cognitive Load as “the number of new concepts embedded in a lesson or text”. 
Students with background knowledge on a particular topic have a lighter Cognitive Load 
than those who are unfamiliar with the specific content of the lesson. Teachers who 
activate prior knowledge help to lighten the Cognitive Load of ESL students, and thus, 
facilitate the possibility for more learning. Since LEP students in Hamilton are 
mainstreamed into the regular classroom where this prior knowledge is not consistently 
activated in every lesson, their acquisition of cognitive academic language, as measured in 
CALP levels on the Woodock-Munoz Language survey, is stunted.
One may argue that with only one or two ELL’s in their classroom, regular 
education classroom teachers in Hamilton need not be concerned with instructional 
strategies which benefit the ELL. However, the instructional strategies which enhance 
English language acquisition are the same strategies that every good teacher utilizes on a 
daily basis to enhance learning for every student, regardless of age, ability, cognitive
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maturity, or content area. Therefore, the instructional strategies listed on the Teacher 
Survey (See Appendix C) may enlighten the survey participants that the use of these 
various strategies certainly maximize learning for all students, but, with the exception of 
lecture and text-driven instruction, are specifically effective when mainstreaming LEP 
students. One survey response indicating the lack of know-how to help LEP students 
follows:
“I personally want more training in how to teach LEP kids, but it’s very 
difficult having these kids in the classroom because I want to help them but 
do not know how.”
Using these effective research based strategies, is one way regular education teachers can 
meet the instructional needs of LEP students mainstreamed into their elassrooms.
EFFECTS OF MAINSTREAMING
The definition of mainstreaming given by Carrasquillo and Rodriguez (1995) with
regards to LEP students describes three groups of students:
“(a) students who are removed or exited from bilingual or ESL classrooms,
(b) students who are placed in grade-level classrooms for most of the day 
but receive specialized language developments (usually ESL or basic skills 
development) during the school day, and (c) students who are placed in an 
all English classroom for the entire school day.”
The third definition fits Hamilton Community Schools due to the faet that no
speeialized instruction in English is offered in the district. When students fit definition
(a), schools follow procedures to determine readiness for mainstreaming which include
assessing the cognitive and linguistic demands that will be made of LEP students in the
mainstream. When they are placed in the mainstream classroom, instructional
modifications need to be identified so that their linguistic and cognitive demands are met.
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While students fitting definition (a) generally undergo a complex assessment and analysis 
in the decision to mainstream them, it is unfair for Hamilton students to be mainstreamed 
under definition (c) with no consideration for matching their English language abilities 
with the demands of an all English classroom. LEP students are at a disadvantage in the 
mainstream classroom without the sufficient communication and CALP skills needed to 
succeed. Carrasquillo and Rodriguez (1995) suggest that school districts should only 
consider mainstreaming LEP students once they have explored other recommended 
instructional approaches such as ESL, and have found ESL impossible to implement in 
their school setting. Presently, Hamilton has 21 students identified from the Woodcock- 
Munoz Language Survey as qualifying for ESL instruction, however the district has not 
fully explored the possibility of offering ESL. To the contrary, with the exception of one 
principal, most have buried their heads in the sand regarding this issue.
Carrasquillo and Rodriguez (1995) note that LEP students assigned to mainstream 
classrooms are often ignored by the school, while at the same time required and expected 
to achieve similarly to native English speakers. Just as responses from the Teacher 
Survey (see Appendix F) used in this study indicate, Carrasquillo and Rodriguez state 
that teachers of LEP students do not know what to do with them and therefore follow
the “sink or swim” approach. A sample of Teacher Survey responses from educators in
Hamilton, when asked to describe their feelings about teaching ESL students in the
mainstream classroom, support Carrasquillo and Rodriguez’s findings:
“Overwhelmed/helpless.”
“Nervous.”
“I really do not know what to do for them. At times I feel inadequate with 
no formal training with these students.”
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“I try to accommodate their needs but often feel I fall short due to the large 
number of other smdents I work with at the same time.”
“I feel helpless with the language barrier.”
“I personally want more training in how to teach LEP kids, but it’s very 
difficult having these kids in the classroom because I want to help them but 
do not know how.”
“I feel that they need to be elsewhere. 1 can’t do anything for them.” 
“Ineffective!”
Although the possibly misleading title of Carrasquillo and Rodriguez’s book is 
Language Minority Students in the Mainstream Classroom, the authors emphasize 
that they do not believe LEP students can be successfully educated in the mainstream 
classroom. Nationwide, not all LEP students receive specialized instruction in an ESL or 
bilingual classroom, but rather are integrated into the regular classroom with native 
English speakers and teachers who teach as if all students have sophisticated knowledge 
of the English language. While native English speakers focus solely on cognitive tasks, the 
ELL must focus on both cognitive and linguistic tasks simultaneously. Many educators 
believe that mere exposure to English is enough, whereas in reality, LEP learners need 
specialized instruction in English (Carrasquillo and Rodriguez, 1995). This idea is 
reinforced in several responses given by Hamilton educators on the Teacher Survey (See 
Appendix F) when asked about the integration of LEP students into the mainstream 
classroom:
“It can be a bit nerve ending, but it has been my experience that they learn 
a lot by watching.”
“My class would probably not be as difficult as others since there is less 
reading and note taking with words. Math and numbers seem to be easier 
for them to catch on to.”
“It is fairly manageable in the lower elementary setting. Children are still 
acquiring language as they learn the basics in reading. It certainly is 
challenging for both the learner and the teacher, however!”
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The authors emphasize that LEP students do not belong in a mainstream classroom 
because they lack the communicative and academic language to successfully learn through 
English.
Placing LEP students in regular education classrooms with no ESL language 
instruction or support often results in low self-esteem in these students. Wong-Fillmore 
(1991b, as cited in Carrasquillo and Rodriguez, 1995) claims that the self-esteem of LEP 
students suffers because some teachers end up ignoring students due to their inability to 
communicate with them. Reading the following responses from the Teacher Survey, can 
lead one to easily imagine students feeling ignored by their teacher in the mainstream 
classroom:
“I feel that they need to be elsewhere. I can’t do anything for them.”
“I really do not know what to do for them.”
“With class sizes going up, I feel like I would not be able to give these kids 
the intense instruction they need as frequently as I would like.”
“I try to accommodate their needs but often feel I fall short due to the large 
number of other students I work with at the same time.”
“I would have a difficult time understanding what the purpose would be or 
their benefit from being there.”
“If they are not going to understand anything I say, I don’t feel that they 
would benefit from being in my class.”
“I feel helpless with the language barrier.”
This sentiment, which most likely leads to inaction on the part of the teacher, leaves the 
student feeling excluded, which can negatively affect their self-image. As Bunch, Abram, 
Lotan, and Valdes (2001) note in Beyond sheltered instruction: Rethinking conditions for  
academic language development, mainstreamed LEP students often become frustrated
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and overwhelmed when confronted with the content demands of a regular education
classroom. This may cause them to withdraw, develop behavior problems, or even drop
out of school. As one educator responded on the Teacher Survey,
“I feel bad for LEP students because a lot of times it holds them back from 
being successful. They then become unmotivated and apathetic toward 
school.”
Bunch, Abram, Lotan, and Valdes also state that often native English speakers and ELL’s 
do not interact in the mainstream classroom, despite attempts by teachers to use 
strategies such as pair and small group work and cooperative learning. Carrasquillo and 
Rodriguez (1995) note that specific instructional strategies such as highly interactive 
learning, heterogeneous groups, cooperative learning, and cognitively demanding tasks can 
improve students’ social skills, academic development, and particularly, their self-esteem. 
Upon initial mainstreaming, LEP students lack social skills and have a low self-esteem 
(Carrasquillo & London, 1993, as cited in Carrasquillo and Rodriguez 1995). When 
mainstreamed LEP students are in classes in which these instructional strategies are used, 
not only does their achievement increase, but their psychological health improves.
TEACHER ATTITUDES
Interactions between educators and ELL’s are a determining factor in ELL’s 
success or failure in school (Cummins, 2000).
Youngs and Youngs (2001) recognize that ESL students create challenges for 
mainstream teachers, to the point that the level of eagerness in working with ESL 
students varies. Teacher’s attitudes toward their students often leads to the expected 
behavior, classically known as the self-fulfilling prophecy (Weinstein, 1998, as cited in
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Youngs and Youngs, 2001). Teachers surveys by Penfeld (1987, as cited in Youngs and
Youngs, 2001) and Youngs and Youngs (1999, as cited in Youngs and Youngs, 2001)
report that typical mainstream teachers could easily identify both advantages and
disadvantages regarding teaching ELL’s and that teachers’ attitudes toward working with
ESL students was neutral to slightly positive. Results from feedback of mainstream
teachers on the Teacher Survey (See Appendix F) in this research also indicate mixed
feelings regarding working with LEP students:
“Rewarding, at the same time as challenging.”
“Love the variety and knowledge they bring to our classes!”
“For the most part my experience with LEP students has been wonderful.
They are some of the most polite and respectful children I’ve worked 
with, but I do struggle with how to bridge the language barrier.”
“Nervous, but eager due to the shared learning we would both have.”
“I enjoy the challenge and cultural experience they bring to class.”
“I enjoy seeing their progress as the year goes along.”
“I enjoy the additional challenge of working with LEP students, and also 
enjoy the exposure to other cultures, customs, etc.”
“I previously liked having them in class as they usually are motivated to 
leam.”
“It’s tough to meet their needs academically (often) but can be 
accomplished - need to rely on the resources available.”
“I would welcome them because they offer a different perspective on life.”
“I think it would be difficult but it would be a great learning opportunity 
for the other students.”
“Frustrating for them and me both! We have no program to offer them to 
help them with their English. Hopefully they are quick learners (not 
always the case though!)”
“I welcome them, but it is frustrating on both sides.”
“It’s challenging.”
“It is very difficult, but there are some benefits.”
“A bit hesitant but willing to do what I can to help the student.”
“I enjoy the challenge and the impact I can have on their lives. At times I 
feel inadequate with no formal training with these students.”
“It certainly is challenging for both the learner and the teacher, however!”
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In contrast to the sentiments of a majority or regular education teachers, results 
from the essay responses from ESL teachers on the Teacher Survey were overwhelmingly 
positive (See Appendix F) when asked; How would you describe your overall reaction to 
working with LEP students in your classroom?
(aa) They are here to be taught and it’s my job to find how to reach them.
(bb) I love it!
(cc) I can’t think of any student population I’d rather work with. I love 
working with them!
(dd) Positive and energizing.
(ee) Wonderful. My students are incredible and very receptive to my 
teaching.
(ff) I learn a lot from them so it’s interesting! I love it. My students are 
very motivated and realize the opportunity they have been given 
by coming here.
In Language Minority Students in the Mainstream Classroom (1995)
Carrasquillo and Rodriguez state that teachers’ attitudes, expectations, and behaviors
have a powerful influence, whether consciously or unconsciously, direct or indirect, on
students’ behavior and learning. Praise and a positive learning environment maximize
student learning. Furthermore, teachers with positive attitudes toward ELL’s will be
more inclined to use specific instructional strategies which promote self-esteem in ELL’s,
such as cooperative learning. ESL teachers naturally have positive attitudes toward
educating ELL’s since the majority are in the position by choice. Mainstream teachers
may have a great desire to help ELL’s, but struggle with how to meet their needs
effectively due to a lack of training in ESL. This deficiency may negatively affect a
teacher’s attitude when confronted -with ELL’s in the mainstream classroom, and hence,
negatively affect student self-esteem. Examination of the contrast in sentiments provided
in the Teacher Survey between ESL and regular education indicates that there is great
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variance between the attitudes of the two groups of educators towards educating ELL’s.
Since teacher attitudes affect the learning rates of ELL’s, it is a cause for concern 
when frustration is the initial or primary feeling of mainstream teachers regarding teaching 
ELL’s. Byrnes et al. (1997 as cited in Youngs and Youngs, 2001) found that mainstream 
teachers with formal ESL training were more positive about teaching ELL’s than teachers 
without such training. This is logically shown to be the case regarding the feedback from 
the Teacher Survey in the present study since many comments relate their frustration to 
the their lack of training in ESL (See Appendix F). Youngs and Youngs (2001) conclude 
from their study of Predictors o f Attitudes Toward ESL Students that teachers are more 
positive about working with ESL students if they have had courses in foreign languages 
and multicultural education, some type of ESL training, have lived and/or taught outside 
the U.S., and worked with culturally diverse ESL students.
TEACHER TRAINING
In Language, Power, and Pedagogy, Cummins (2000) cites a case in Texas, 
where State District Judge Kiser ordered a Mexican-American mother to refrain from 
speaking Spanish to her daughter. He went on to say she was abusing her daughter by 
speaking Spanish to her and ordered her to speak only English at home or she would in 
effect, be relegating her daughter to the position of a housemaid since she would not be 
able to educate herself in English. Cummins uses this story as a preface to the question 
of: To what extent is it abuse to send teachers into classrooms with little to no knowledge 
on teaching academic content to LEP students? Considering this, it could be viewed as a 
form of abuse towards both the student and the teacher. For the sake of both parties,
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teacher training in ESL methodology is critical for the education of the students.
A guideline cited in the September 27, 1991 Memorandum concerns staffing 
requirements.
“Many states and school districts have established formal qualifications 
for teachers working in a program for LEP students. When formal 
qualifications have been established, and when a district generally requires 
its teachers in other subjects to meet formal requirements, a recipient must 
either hire formally qualified teachers for LEP students or require that 
teachers already on staff work toward attaining those formal qualifications.
A recipient may not in effect relegate LEP students to second-class status 
by indefinitely allowing teachers without formal qualifications to teach 
them while requiring teachers of non-LEP students to meet formal 
qualifications.”
Minimum qualifications for teachers of ESL, as cited in the September 27, 1991 
Memorandum, are that:
“Recipients should have ascertained that teachers who use those methods 
have been adequately trained in them. This training can take the form of 
inservice training, formal college coursework, or a combination of the two.”
The SEA Survey (1999-2000) found that nationwide, there is an average of one 
certified ESL teacher for every 30 LEP students. In Michigan, surprisingly, 57 teachers 
were certified specifically in ESL, while 462 teachers were assigned to teach LEP students 
without ESL certification. In regards to the local districts in this study, Holland Public 
Schools has an ESL teacher ratio of 1:22 (personal communication with Monika Giddy, 
March 10, 2003) and the same ratio in Zeeland Public Schools is 1:29 (personal 
communication with Jennifer La Chonce, May 10, 2003). All ESL teachers in these 
districts have ESL certification or Masters degree in TESOL.
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The state of Michigan, does have a TESOL endorsement available for teachers. 
Although the hiring of these teachers is not mandated, school districts have the option of 
selecting teachers who hold the endorsement for ESL. In 1996, Michigan Teachers to 
Speakers of Other Languages (MITESOL) proposed a TESOL endorsement to the 
Michigan Department of Education (MDE) which has since been accepted. The 
MITESOL proposal states that local districts often staff ESL classrooms with someone 
who is either uncertified or has little to no experience working with linguistically diverse 
students. Such is presently the case in Hamilton. The proposal goes on to say,
“These districts need access to appropriately prepared, certified teachers 
and the flexibility necessary to establish a program that meets their 
particular needs and utilizes their resources most effectively . . .  it is vital 
that the MDE set standards for the preparation and endorsement of ESL 
teachers so that English language learners will have the opportunity to 
receive instruction by certified teachers who are thoroughly and 
specifically prepared to teach English as a Second Language.”
The danger in not having certified ESL teachers is that educators untrained in ESL 
are frequently fooled by the verbal fluency of language minority students and therefore do 
not attribute school failure with its roots in linguistics. LEP students may speak, 
understand, read, and write English, but not well enough to keep up academically with 
their native-speaking peers. Non-English-speaking (NES) students, do not speak or 
understand English and may have no literacy skills in their first language. Both of these 
groups complicate the teaching process. For a state to recognize ESL certification 
legitimizes the field of ESL.
In 1975, the international organization of TESOL adopted Guidelines for the
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Certification and Preparation o f Teachers o f English to Speakers o f  Other Languages in 
the United States (ERIC Digest, 1986). The features which TESOL cited, o f an 
appropriate education program for teachers of ESL includes:
“(1) Academic specialization, including courses covering language, the 
grammatical, phonological, and semantic systems of English; the process of 
language learning; and language in culture. (2) pedagogy, including courses 
covering methodology, second language assessment, and practical 
experience, (3) the learning of another language, including its linguistic 
structure an cultural system.”
It is important to note that language minority students with fluent conversational and 
communication skills may still lack the cognitive academic language proficiency needed to 
succeed in content area classes. Qualified ESL teachers provide support for these 
students and to the colleagues who work with LEP students. In addition, ESL teachers 
understand the unique needs of the learner of English, can ensure proper identification, 
assessment, and placement of these students, monitor their progress, support subject area 
teachers, and provide a link between the home, school, and the larger community. 
Considering the limited and sporadic assistance Hamilton provides LEP students, the 
hiring of a certified ESL teacher would be a boon for both the district’s language minority 
students and also regular classroom teachers seeking assistance in effective 
mainstreaming.
With the growing number of LEP students in the U.S., increasing the diversity in 
schools, all teachers need to recognize and embrace their responsibility in educating 
ELL’s. A study conducted by the U.S. DOE (1993, as cited in Carrasquillo and 
Rodriguez, 1995), found that approximately 15% of the nation’s teachers had at least one
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LEP student in their mainstream class. However, only 55% of all teachers o f LEP 
students had either formal or informal training on teaching ELL’s. This is a great increase 
from a 1980 national survey (O’Malley, 1983, as cited in Kreidler, 1986) which found 
that only five percent of the teaching force had taken a course in ESL methodology. 
Results of the Teacher Survey closely mirror those of the DOE. 57% of regular education 
teachers of LEP students surveyed, have had no training in educating ELL’s (See 
Appendix E). 30% have had exposure to teaching ELL’s in college classes but comments 
were added on the survey indicating the content covered was brief and broad. 4% of 
regular education teachers have had training in workshops and 30% of those surveyed 
have attended conferences on the teaching of ESL. 9% of the mainstream teachers had 
some training by mentoring, or research on the Internet. This is in stark contrast to the 
preparation and training of the ESL teachers, 100% of whom have had college classes and 
attended conferences on the teaching of ESL. In Teaching educators about language: 
principles, structures, and challenges, Clair (1995, as cited in Clair 2000) believes that 
generally, U.S. teachers lack the fundamentals in teaching diverse children because 
preservice teacher education programs have not prepared them to do so. As Wong- 
Fillmore (1991a, as cited in Carrasquillo and Rodriguez, 1995) found, although it is 
becoming more common for mainstream teachers to have ELL’s, most of these educators 
have no training in addressing the needs of these students. Feedback from educators in 
Hamilton given on the Teacher Survey (See Appendix F) support these findings:
“At times I feel inadequate with no formal training with these students.”
“I don’t think it’s fair to them. We are doing a huge disservice to them 
because we as teachers don’t have the proper training to help them.”
“No English is a much more challenging situation and frustrating situation 
to deal with since we do not have ESL help to offer.”
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“I could do a better job if I had and ESL trained teacher helping as a 
teacher and consultant so the child could get the most of each day.”
“When they are placed in my classroom with no support, I feel it is very 
unfair to the student.”
“Since I have limited training I would feel that they weren’t being helped.” 
“I personally want more training in how to teach LEP kids, but it’s very 
difficult having these kids in the classroom because I want to help them 
but do not know how.”
Untrained teachers often fooled by students fluent in spoken English who struggle
academically. They do not recognize that it is often due to limited proficiency with
academic language in the content areas. As Ovando and Collier (1998) point out, LEP
students may appear to have strong oral communication skills but be weak in written
English and reading English. One response from the Teacher Survey asking for reactions
to working with LEP students supports this notion:
“Considering I have had only one, and he is fluent in English, I would say 
positive. One frustration is that he is very low in Reading and Writing and 
also there is limited communication with the parents.”
This teacher doesn’t seem to make the connection between limited English proficiency 
and low achievement in Reading and Writing. When students have sufficient BIOS, 
untrained mainstream teachers are unaware that low CALF levels are the cause for poor 
performance in the content area classroom.
In The Benefits o f English Immersion, Porter (2000) discusses five “lessons” of 
California’s Proposition 227, which resulted in the transition from bilingual education to 
English Immersion: special help for LEP students in English immediately upon entering 
school. One of the conclusions Porter makes is that teacher training in English immersion 
is essential in order to see growth in language skills. After one year of English immersion,
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reading scores for LEP 2nd graders on state achievement tests rose from the 19th 
percentile to the 23rd percentile, while all students increased from the 39th percentile to 
the 43rd percentile. (Hakuta, 1999, as cited in Porter, 2000). Teacher training in ESL is 
essential, particularly in light of the belief of some educators. One example from the 
Teacher Survey showing ignorance regarding L2 instruction is: “It has been my experience 
that they learn a lot by watching.” This “Early Stone Age” philosophy, as Porter 
describes it, was the typical sentiment from the 1880’s through the I960’s. People 
believed that children acquire a new language naturally without any help. The reality is 
that those who were not so adept at L2 acquisition, dropped out of school to work on 
farms or in factories. Just as teachers have had to continually acquire skills in technology 
in the past 15 years, and adjust their teaching accordingly, so too must they acquire skills 
and knowledge in L2 teaching to adjust to the increasing enrollment of LEP students 
present in their mainstream classrooms.
In addition to training in the use of effective instructional strategies which benefit 
LEP students, knowledge about language is also fundamental in teaching ELL’s 
successfully. Garcia (1993, as cited in Carrasquillo and Rodriguez, 1995) cites eight 
competencies of effective teachers, most importantly, teachers of ELL’s. Two of the 
eight that are generally lacking in the preparation of mainstream teachers is knowledge of 
the process of L2 acquisition and knowledge of language development. This is also the 
case in Hamilton as over half (57%) have had no training in ESL (See Appendix E). 
According to Carrasquillo and Rodriguez (1995), teachers of ESL need to understand the 
nature of language along with the social, regional, and functional variety of language. 
Fillmore and Snow (2000, as cited in Clair, 2000) assert that teachers need background in
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educational linguistics to aid them in working with ELL’s. Specifically, teachers need a 
knowledge of language irregularities, vocabulary, or lexicon, acquisition, dialect regularity, 
académie English, and the complexity of English spelling among others. ERIC Digest 
(http://www.cal.org/ericcll/digest/0006fillmore.html) notes that elementary teachers need 
to be familiar with phonemes and morphemes, which are the basic units of language.
Norris and Ortega (2001) in Does type o f  instruction make a difference? 
Substantive findings from a meta-analytic review found that L2 instruction which 
intentionally focuses student attention on specific forms results in more significant gains 
in language proficiency, than mere exposure to the L2 without attention to form. This 
study affirms the need for explicit, or rule based, L2 instruction provided by certified ESL 
teachers trained in various aspects of language and linguistics. Courses suggested as 
necessities are language and linguistics, cultural diversity, sociolinguistics, language of 
academic discourse, and text analysis. Such courses are not typically part of a 
mainstream teacher’s education program, but they are required courses for certified 
teachers of ESL. As Pienemann (1989) explains in Is language teachable? Psycholinguistic 
experiments and hypotheses, all learners pass through general stages of language 
aequisition in a given sequence. There are constraints on language processing that 
determine what language structures can be acquired in relation to the natural order of 
acquisition. Pienemann’s Teachability Hypothesis maintains that language teaching is 
restricted to the structures for which the learner is ready. In essence, structural 
prerequisites exist which determine the next stage of structural acquisition. The 
Teachability Hypothesis is a concept that a certified ESL teacher would be familiar with, 
but not an untrained teacher. This reinforces the point that ESL specialists do have
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specific  con tribu tions to make in educating E L L ’s. T E S O L
(http://www.tesol.org/assoc/statements/acqproficiency.html) recommends that policy 
makers incorporate sustained professional development for both ESL and regular 
education teachers. TESOL also highlights the importance of teacher training as a 
predictor influencing LEP student success. As Kreidler (1986) notes in ESL Teacher 
Certification, an uncertified teacher assigned to teach ELL’s may jeopardize the education 
of these students. In order to assist ELL’s in high achievement, TESOL recommends that 
English language programs have highly qualified ESL teachers trained in L2 acquisition, 
along with classroom teachers trained in ESL strategies. Presently, both of these 
fundamentals are lacking in Hamilton.
In addition to knowledge of linguistics, teachers’ knowledge of and appreciation 
for diverse cultures is crucial in working with ELL’s. Knowledge of the cultural 
backgrounds, including political, historical, economic, and social aspects, of students 
facilitates teacher-student interactions. Teachers need an understanding of the life styles 
of various peoples and direct contact with the culture fosters sensitivity. The Teacher 
Survey reveals that 91% of Hamilton teachers have traveled outside of the U.S., however 
the degree of interaction with the people and culture of the country visited is not 
indicated. 32% of these teachers have lived outside the U.S. and 23% have taught outside 
the U.S. (See Appendix D). Carrasquillo and Rodriguez (1995) state that teachers need to 
be familiar with materials and literature from diverse cultures with a focus on intolerance, 
immigration, cultural variety, and differing historical perspectives. 64% of regular 
education teachers have completed at least one course in multicultural education, which 
would cover such topics. Contrarily, only 14% of these teachers report incorporating
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students’ language and culture into the classroom “frequently” (See Appendix C). Since 
both the student body and the teaching staff in Hamilton is not a diverse group, it is 
especially important that the staff has personal and professional knowledge of and 
interest in multiculturalism. This can only benefit the LEP students they teach.
ESL PROGRAMMING
The combination of the Teacher Survey, and the comparative analyses of the
WMLS and the NCE scores of the Gates Maginitie, backed by research, all point to the 
need to sound, research based ESL programming in order to meet the needs of LEP 
students so that they do not lag behind their peers academically. The responsibility in 
establishing ESL programming needs to be based on demographics of the school district, 
and also federal legislation enacted on behalf of language minority students.
LEP student enrollment has been increasing nationwide and statewide. The 1999- 
2000 Survey o f States’ Limited English Proficient Students and Available Educational 
Programs and Services (SEA Survey) indicates that an estimated 4,416,580 K-12 LEP 
students were enrolled in public schools, an increase of 27% from 1997-98. In Michigan, 
the LEP enrollment was 44,471, a 25.9% increase from 1997-98. In consideration of the 
need for ESL services in Hamilton, data from the community provides more support for
an ESL program.
This researcher analyzed the data for the state of Michigan along with both
Allegan and Ottawa counties, since Hamilton Community Schools draws students from
both counties, particularly due to Schools of Choice. More importantly, data examined
from the townships of Heath, Manlius, Fillmore, Laketown, and Overisel, from which
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Hamilton draws students. Under analysis and examination, these statisties reinforce the 
need to begin a program of ESL sooner rather than later.
2002 U.S. Census: Language Spoken in the Home 
Language Heath/M anlius/Flllmore/Laketown/Overisel/Alleaan Co./Ottawa Co.
English only 26 8 8 2 2 6 7 2402 4810 2321 9 1 3 9 6 200820
Other language 98 224 172 326 112 6643 19513
Speak English 38 87 36 70 24 2611 7475
iess than
"very weii'"
Spanish 50 199 93 175 100 5097 11,861
Other Indo- 44 16 41 90 3 1052 3542
European
Language
A sian/Pacific 0 4 38 10 9 335 3611
Island language
This data demonstrates that, only three years ago, the five townships from 
which Hamilton draws students, had 255 residents who speak English “less than very 
well”. In Allegan County, which Hamilton is in, has 2,611 residents speaking English 
“less than very well” and Ottawa County, which borders Hamilton, has 7,475 residents 
speaking English “less than very well.” In addition, the data indicate that the most 
appropriate program for Hamilton would be an ESL program, as opposed to a Bilingual 
model, since the language spoken in the home is varies in the district. Hamilton does not 
have a high concentration of one particular language which would establish an argument 
for a Bilingual classroom. The need for ESL in Hamilton is evident.
In considering all types of ELL programs as options, along with the present
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features of Hamilton Community Schools, this researcher concludes that ESL is the 
appropriate way to reach the LEP students in Hamilton. Ovando and Collier (1998) note 
an ESL program is appropriate programming in cases where low-incidence language 
groups are present, such as Hamilton. They studied the achievement of ELL’s who were 
immersed in the English mainstream because their parents refused bilingual/ESL services. 
The quantitative data from Thomas and Collier (2001) shows that indeed, students who 
do not receive bilingual/ESL services show large decreases in reading and math 
achievement by Grade 5, when compared with students who receive bilingual/ESL 
services. This is essentially Hamilton’s situation with the sole difference being the 
administration neglecting to provide ESL services, as opposed to parent wavier. The 
demographics of the Hamilton community support the need for ESL programming.
The case of prime distinction regarding programming in the field of language 
minority students is Lau v. Nichols. In 1974, the U.S. Supreme Court held that the San 
Francisco Unified School District violated Section 601 of the Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964, which bans discrimination based “on the ground of race, color or national 
origin” in “any program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance” (as cited in 
LAU ET AL. V. NICHOLS ET AL., 1974) by failing to provide for the language needs of 
approximately 1,800 non-English speaking Chinese students. The words of the court
were:
“There is no equality of treatment merely by providing students the same 
facilities, textbooks, teachers, and curriculum; for students who do not 
understand English are effectively foreclosed from any meaningful 
education. Basic English skills arc at the very core of what these public 
schools teach. Imposition of a requirement that, before a child can 
effectively participate in the educational program, he must already have 
acquired those basic skills is to make a mockery of public education. We
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know that those who do not understand English are certain to find their 
classroom experiences wholly incomprehensible and in no way 
meaningful.”
In addition, the courts cited the guideline of the Department of Health, Education
and Welfare (HEW) of 1970 which states:
“Whereby inability to speak and understand the English language excludes 
national origin-minority group children from effective participation in the 
educational program offered by a school district, the district must take 
affirmative steps to rectify the language deficiency in order to open its 
instructional program to these students.”
In the May 25 OCR Memorandum (HEW, 1970), on the Identification of Discrimination 
and Denial of Services on the Basis of National Origin, other major areas of concern cited 
were:
“nor may school districts deny national origin-minority group children 
access to college preparatory courses on a basis directly related to the 
failure of the school system to inculcate English language skills.”
Also in 1974, the Equal Educational Opportunities Act, (EEOA), enacted by the U.S.
Congress, required school systems to develop appropriate programs for LEP students.
The EEOA states that:
“No state shall deny educational opportunity to an individual on account 
of his or her race, color, sex, or national origin, by . . .the failure by an 
educational agency to take appropriate action to overcome language 
barriers that impede equal participation by its students in its instructional 
programs.”
Later, in 1978, the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals held that compensatory 
education programs, as opposed to specifically bicultural or bilingual programs, were
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sufficient to satisfy the Court’s mandate in Lau v. Nichols (American Public School 
Law, 1998). This is appropriate sinee many school districts, like Hamilton, do not have 
large number of same-language students for which a bilingual program would best suit 
their educational needs. Hamilton Community Schools currently has identified 
approximately 21 LEP students in need of ESL in four different buildings, grades K-10, 
with varied native languages. However, Hamilton does not even have what one would call 
a “compensatory education program” for these language minority students.
In 1981, the fifth circuit upheld their conviction in Castaneda I when a Texas 
school district was charged with violating language minority students’ basic rights 
according to the Equal Educational Opportunity Act (EEOA) (Ovando and Collier, 
1998). Castaneda 1 provided local school districts a substantial amount of latitude in 
meeting the obligations of the EEOA. State and local educational authorities could choose 
the programs and techniques to use to meet the needs of the LEP students in their district 
by following three criteria outlined for evaluating programs serving LEP students, known 
as the Castaneda standard: (1) the school program must be based on ‘sound educational 
theory;’ (2) the program must be implemented effectively, with adequate resources and 
personnel; and (3) the program must be evaluated and determined to be effective, not only 
in the teaching of language, but also in access to the full curriculum - math, science, social 
studies and language arts (Crawford, 1995, as cited in Ovando and Collier, 1998).
These court cases cited point to the lack of attention by Hamilton Community 
Schools in regards to these laws. The LEP students in Hamilton, particularly the CALP 1 
and 2 level students, are in effect, “banned” from the educational curriculum since they 
cannot participate meaningfully in academic content classes. For example, one high
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school student at CALP level 1 currently has only one content area class: Geography.
This student is one example of several who do not have full access to the curriculum until
they become fluent in academic English. Meanwhile they are falling further behind their
same-age peers. The court’s conclusion in Castaneda I, which provided guidelines for
evaluating the appropriateness of programs in satisfying the EEOA, shows that Hamilton
Community Schools is falling short of meeting the three guidelines:
“(1) Is the school district’s program based upon reorganized, sound 
educational theory or principles? (2) Is the school district’s program or 
practice designed to implement the adopted theory? (3) Has the program 
produced satisfactory results?”
First of all, Hamilton lacks a program for LEP students. The meager steps they 
take by hiring untrained paraprofessionals and recruiting volunteer tutors from the 
community to work with language minority students is not based on ‘sound educational 
theory or principles’. It would be a far reach for Hamilton to prove that their approach is 
legitimate in the eyes of experts in the field of ESL. In addition, besides this research 
study, no evaluation or routine student follow-up has been conducted to determine if the 
steps Hamilton has taken are producing satisfactory results with the ELL’s.
In yet another ruling by the court in Gomez v. Illinois State Board of Education, in 
1987, under the EEOA, state agencies must meet the needs of LEP students by having a 
method of identifying and assessing them, as well as placement in appropriate programs 
(Ovando and Collier, 1998). Because Hamilton was cited for non-compliance by the 
OCR for not having a method by which to assess LEP students, Hamilton has used the 
WMLS, since the fall of 2002, to identify and assess LEP students, but has gone no 
further in placing them in appropriate programs, since none exist.
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A noteworthy memorandum of September 27,1991 to the OCR Senior Staff from 
Michael L. Williams, Assistant Secretary for Civil Rights, provides a policy update on 
schools’ obligations under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 toward LEP students. 
This policy update provides guidance for applying the OCR’s Title VI Lau policy such 
as staffing requirements, exit criteria, and program evaluation. In addition, the December 
3, 1985 guidance document entitled The Office for Civil R ights’ Title VI Language 
Minority Compliance Procedures lists two areas for examination regarding the Title VI 
compliance by a recipient; (1) “the need for an alternative language program for LEP 
students; and (2) the adequacy of the program chosen by the recipient.” If LEP students 
are found to be in need of an alternative language program to participate effectively in an 
educational program, then the recipient will be considered to be in violation of Title VI. 
The results of this research (See Appendix 1-Q) clearly illustrate that students are not 
achieving, and therefore not participating effectively, equally as well as either their LEP 
peers in other districts or their native English speaking peers. Therefore, an alternative 
language program needs to be established in the district.
Another guideline cited in the September 27,1991 Memorandum concerns staffing 
requirements. “Many states and school districts have established formal qualifications 
for teachers working in a program for LEP students. When formal qualifications have 
been established, and when a district generally requires its teachers in other subjects to 
meet formal requirements, a recipient must either hire formally qualified teachers for LEP 
students or require that teachers already on staff work toward attaining those formal 
qualifications. A recipient may not in effect relegate LEP students to second-class status 
by indefinitely allowing teachers without formal qualifications to teach them while
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requiring teachers of non-LEP students to meet formal qualifications.” Minimum 
qualifications for teachers of ESL, as cited in the September 27, 1991 Memorandum, are 
that “recipients should have ascertained that teachers who use those methods have been 
adequately trained in them. This training can take the form of inservice training, formal 
college coursework, or a combination of the two.”
Another requirement of the September 27, 1991 Memorandum is that once placed 
in an alternative language program, students must be provided with services until they are 
sufficiently prepared to participate meaningfully in the regular program with instruction 
in English. Historically, the progress of LEP students has not been officially and 
routinely monitored to determine the need for continued assistance year to year. 
Standard exit criteria for LEP students involves the examination of whether they can keep 
up with non-LEP peers in the regular classroom, participate successfully in all aspects of 
the curriculum without the assistance of simplified English materials, and whether their 
retention in-grade and dropout rates are similar to those of their non-LEP peers. Exit 
criteria must be judged on standardized test scores that test academic use of English, not 
simply oral language skills. According to Castaneda (as cited in the September 27, 1991 
Memorandum) schools are obliged to provide assistance necessary to remedy academic 
deficits that may have occurred in other subjects while the student was focusing on 
learning English. Furthermore, compliance with Castaneda requires that school districts 
periodically evaluate their programs to determine if they are in need of modification. If  a 
district’s program proves to be unsuccessful, as discovered during evaluation, and it does 
not make modifications as appropriate, it is in violation of the Title VI regulation. With 
respect to Hamilton, the district is ignoring their responsibilities of evaluating and
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modifying their ‘program”, or lack thereof. Moreover, any defense on the part of 
Hamilton Community Schools that LEP students have meaningful access to the district’s 
programs is null and void after examination under Castaneda and the academic comparison 
of NCE scores conducted between LEP students and their non-LEP peers (See Appendix
Q).
The September 27 Memorandum (1991) clearly defines the need for a formal 
program for language minority students. In reference to the December 1985 
Memorandum,
“If language minority students in need of an alternative language program 
are not being served, the recipient is in violation of Title VI. The type of 
program necessary to adequately identify students in need of services will 
vary widely depending on the demographics of the recipients’ schools. In 
districts with few LEP students, at a minimum, school teachers and 
administrators should be informed of their obligations to provide necessary 
alternative language services to students in need of such services, and of 
their obligation to seek any assistance necessary to comply with this 
requirement.”
They key to this statement with regards to Hamilton is ‘providing necessary alternative
language services’ as community tutors and aides with no ESL background are being used
to assist the CALP 1 and 2 level students according to ESL community volunteer, Lois
Sale. Moreover, no system is in place for students at CALP 3 or CALP 3-4.
Furthermore, the September 25 Memorandum goes on to state, “Title VI does not
require an alternative program if, without such a program, LEP students have equal and
meaningful access to the district’s program.” Hamilton administrators may breathe a sigh
of relief at this. However, it continues with,
“It is extremely rare for an alternative program that is inadequate under 
Castaneda to provide LEP students with such access. If a recipient
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contends that its LEP students have meaningful access to the district’s 
programs, despite the lack of an alternative programs or the presence of a 
program that is inadequate under Castaneda, some factors to consider in 
evaluating this claim are: (1) whether LEP students are performing as well 
as their non-LEP peers in the district, (2) whether LEP students are 
successfully participating in essentially all aspects o f the school’s 
curriculum without the use of simplified English materials; and (3) whether 
their dropout and retention-in-grade rates are comparable to those of their 
non-LEP peers.”
If application of the above standards shows that LEP students do not have equal access 
to the district’s programs, and the district has no alternative language program, the district 
is in violation of Title VI.” Interestingly, in a California case, Teresa P. v. Berkeley 
Unified School District, (as cited in September 27 memorandum, 1991) the court found 
that the district’s program was adequate under the Castaneda standard since the plaintiffs 
had not provided statistical evidence that the alternative language program had a 
discriminatory effect on the district’s LEP students. Results from achievement tests 
demonstrated that LEP students were competing favorably with, and in some cases 
greater than, other LEP students county wide and statewide. However, this body of 
research does provide statistical evidence (See Appendix Q) to prove that LEP students 
in Hamilton are not performing as well as their non-LEP peers, since they fall more than 
30 NCE’s below the district average NCE. Since the district has no alternative language 
program, it appears that Hamilton is in violation of Title VI.
To supplement the examination of court cases decided by the courts in the U.S. 
regarding the education of LEP students, the recent implementation of President Bush’s 
No Child Left Behind Act (2002) is also critical to consider. In this document, 
considerations for LEP students are marked. No Child Left Behind recognizes that
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nineteen states have seen an increase of more than fifty percent in ELL’s in the last three 
years and that growth is expected to continue. Not only does it require all states to test 
all students in reading and math, but more specifically, ELL’s will be tested annually to 
measure how well they are learning English. Furthermore, states cannot hide the failure of 
their LEP students since No Child Left Behind requires that test data be reported by 
subgroups, one of which is language proficiency. No Child Left Behind allows states the 
freedom to choose the best methods of instruction for ELL’s, but requires states and local 
school districts to establish English proficiency standards and provide quality language 
instruction that is based on scientific research for English acquisition. States and local 
school districts must also place highly qualified teachers in classrooms where ELL’s are 
taught. These requirements fall in line with the requirements in the Castaneda standard.
Federal court cases along with the recent The No Child Left Behind Act forces 
school districts to address the needs of ELL’s. Hamilton, specifically, carmot ignore the 
requirements of No Child Left Behind to which they are presently not attending. 
Currently, Hamilton falls short of the requirement that “states and local agencies must 
establish English proficiency standards and provide quality language instruction, based on 
scientific research for English acquisition”. For the first time in history, federal funding is 
now tied to academic achievement, according to The facts about making gains every year 
fwww.nclb.gov/start/facts/yearly.html). Schools are under the microscope since test data 
will be reported by subgroups of economic background, race and ethnicity, English 
proficiency, and disability. No Child Left Behind is measuring whether achievement gaps 
are closing between these subgroups and other students. Furthermore, all children will be 
tested annually in English proficiency. In January, 2003, the Michigan State Board of
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Education adopted a resolution allowing districts to exempt LHP students enrolled in 
school in the U.S. for less than three years from taking the MEAP test. They believed
“It is educationally unsound, unfair, and demoralizing for LEP students to
take tests they cannot read or comprehend.”
However, the USDOE would not permit the exemption. A memo from the USDOE 
required that testing of LEP students begin by February 28 and conclude by March 31, 
2003. Whereas historically, ELL’s have not been included in these high-stakes tests, 
now schools must face accountability for their progress and achievement (Coltrane, 
2002). However unfair it seems to have LEP’s take standardized tests while still 
acquiring proficiency in English, they may reap the benefit of educational reforms more in 
their favor due to this new requirement.
In addition. No Child Left Behind requires districts provide quality English 
language instruction based on scientific research for English acquisition, in addition to 
placing highly qualified teachers in classrooms where ELL’s are taught 
(www.NoChildLeftBehind.gov). Here, too, Hamilton misses the mark. Providing 
Hamilton continues to disregard the needs of ELL’s, and if the percentage of LEP 
students in Hamilton increases enough to negatively affect the district’s average on the 
state MEAP test, schools in the district may be in danger of being labeled as a “failing 
school”.
Under No Child Left Behind, parents of children in schools persistently identified 
as in need of improvement will have the choice to use district funds toward 
transportation costs to another public school or toward supplemental services such as 
after school tutoring for their child. However, in accordance with Section 23 a of the
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1991-92 State School Act, parents in Michigan have had the opportunity to choose
schools within and outside the district in which they reside under Schools of Choice. The
Ottawa Area Superintendent’s Association School of Choice Plan, to which Hamilton
belongs, states that “Districts will unconditionally release students.” The State School
Aid Act of 1979 also states,
“A non-resident applicant residing in a district located in a contiguous 
intermediate district shall not be granted or refused enrollment under this 
section based upon religion, race, color, national origin, sex, height, weight, 
marital status, or athletic ability, or generally, in violation of any state or 
federal law prohibiting discrimination”.
Since families are free to choose the school which best meets the educational needs of 
their children, Hamilton rightfully stands to lose a portion of the state funding they 
receive for those students who choose to leave the district in search of a district which 
provides ESL instruction for their students. Incidentally, three local school districts, two 
of which border Hamilton, do have full fledged ESL programming for their LEP students. 
Although Schools of Choice in Michigan is already an option, No Child Left Behind 
simply underscores the message that schools must meet the needs of all students.
Another finding that pertains to Hamilton Community Schools is that NES 
students must not he placed in a short-term program of only one to three years since a 
study by Thomas and Collier (2001) shows that the minimum length of time it takes to 
reach grade-level performance in a L2 is four years. Furthermore, The Benefits o f  
English Immersion, Porter (2000) states that one lesson of California’s Proposition 227 
is that one year of special help in English is not enough for most children. Other research 
(Cummins, 1991, 1992, as cited in Ovando and Collier, 1998) has shown that newcomers
9 7
are schooled only in the L2, attaining grade-level norms in that L2 takes a minimum of 5 - 
10 years. Hamilton has had three NES students enter the district within the last two 
years and has not adopted any type of long-term program for English language 
acquisition. Thomas and Collier further state that an effective, well implemented, not 
segregated, and long-term program is one in which ELL’s make at least three to four NCE 
gains per year more than mainstream students. A program lasting five to six years is 
suggested to be sufficient for the typical 25-30 NCE achievement gap between ELL’s and 
native-English speakers to be closed. Since an ELL needs to “catch up” to achieve 
equally with native English speakers, an ESL program needs to be long term, rather than 
simply addressing basic linguistic needs in the first few years of instruction. Assessment 
and program evaluation must be on going (Ovando and Collier, 1998) and measure not 
only L2 acquisition but also cognitive growth in academic content, as measured in 
achievement test such as the MEAP and Gates.
Ovando and Collier’s (1998) criteria for determining the degree to which an ESL 
program is successful, is the number of NCE gains made in a year. A moderately strong 
instructional program is considered to be one in which four to six NCE’s beyond the 
typical progress of a native English speaker is made by ELL’s. Therefore, a solid 
program in which ELL’s outperform native English speakers by five NCE’s per year, 
requires six years of sustained gains of five NCE’s a year to completely close a 30 NCE 
achievement gap. Gains of seven to nine NCE’s are characteristic of very strong to 
exemplary programs. This type of gain would require four years to close the 30 NCE 
achievement gap. Programs that gain three NCE’s per year, which is more typical, may 
require ten years of instruction to close the 30 NCE achievement gap. This data
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reinforces the need for long term programming since within each group of ELL’s, students 
score at low, average, and high levels, and therefore, the same length of time in ESL 
programs will not be sufficient for all learners.
A successful ESL program would be one in which the difference between scores 
on achievement tests of ELL’s and native English speakers is indistinguishable. The 
typical, or average scores, of the two groups should be similar if the district is providing 
for equal educational opportunity for all students. Examining the degree of progress 
ELL’s are making, relative to the general student population, should lead to instructional 
reform that will benefit ELL’s.
THE CASE FOR ESL
In Barriers to Meaningful Instruction for English Learners, Meyer (2000) 
describes “Language Load” as teacher talk, or text, that is filled with specialized, 
multisyllable, unfamiliar vocabulary squeezed into long and heavily embedded sentences 
and paragraphs. One teacher expressed concerns related to teacher talk on the Teacher 
Survey regarding mainstreaming LEP students into the regular education classroom: “ I 
would be worried that I wouldn’t express myself clearly all the time to all the students”. 
The ability, or lack thereof, to make sense of the pronunciation, syllables, digressions, 
and casual asides, makes the task of constructing meaning out of this discourse exhausting 
for the ELL.
“Every teacher who teaches through English to English learners is a 
teacher of English language and literacy skills, as well as a teacher of 
subject matters such as math, social studies and biology. The more 
conscious teachers are about the linguistic forms and patterns they use 
while teaching, the more successfully teacher talk can be adapted to the 
linguistic needs of English learners” (Meyer, 2000, p. 234).
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Unfortunately, despite being fluent English speakers, teachers untrained in ESL 
are usually not conscious of the language forms they use when they communicate and 
teach. Meanwhile, ELL’s depend on teachers to use their language skillfully, 
consciously, and purposefully so as to aid students in their English acquisition. ESL 
teachers, unlike regular education teachers, are more in tune with appropriate use of 
language so that their students have a lighter Language Load.
Leow (1998) studied The effects o f  the amount and type o f exposure on adult 
learners' L2 development in SLA. Leow’s study investigates whether the amount of 
exposure (single shot vs. multiple exposures) to a particular morphological form 
correlates positively with adult L2 development after one semester of instruction. In 
addition, the type of exposure, teacher-centered (TC) or learner-centered (LC ) was 
studied to determine whether a particular type facilitates L2 acquisition to a higher 
degree. Leow also examined whether the type of task, recognition vs. written production, 
impacts learner performance. Results of this study show that indeed, multiple exposures 
to morphological forms in Spanish significantly impact L2 learners’ ability to produce 
these forms in -writing, and that the acquisition of these morphological forms holds over a 
period of one semester, or 3 1/2 months, despite no further exposure to the targeted 
linguistic forms. Likewise, as one would predict, LC exposure to morphological forms in 
Spanish result in a superior ability to produce these forms in writing after one semester of 
study compared with TC exposure to the same linguistic forms.
This research is significant since it demonstrates that the type and amount of 
instruction needed by LEP students is the type that only an ESL teacher has the time and 
training to provide. A regular classroom teacher may occasionally find time to quickly
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and sporadically address a grammatical or morphological feature to a LEP student during 
a content area class, but hardly has the time or knowledge to develop and provide a 
variety of LC tasks on the same linguistic feature multiple times, so as to aid in the long 
term acquisition and productive use by the learner. This task is most appropriately the 
responsibility of an ESL teacher.
Another significant study demonstrating that the proper placement for ELL’s is in 
an ESL classroom as opposed to only regular education classrooms is Generalizability 
and automaticity o f second language learning under implicit, incidental, enhanced, 
and instructed conditions by Robinson (1997). Robinson’s experimental study examined 
the extent to which 60 adult Japanese ESL learners were able to learn and correctly apply 
the knowledge of syllabic constraints on verbs. The aim of this laboratory study was to 
contribute an understanding of the learning processes activated when L2 input is received 
under four different training conditions. The conditions of L2 input under examination 
were an implicit condition, which encourages subjects to remember instances of input; an 
incidental condition, encouraging subjects to process input for meaning; an enhanced 
condition, in which ELL’s are encouraged to not only process input for meaning, as in the 
incidental condition, but at the same time, notice selected features of the form of input; 
and an instructed condition, in which subjects are taught rules regulating the input and are 
then encouraged to apply them to examples.
One of the motivating factors in Robinson’s research was to determine the 
effectiveness of learning under conditions with a conscious focus on form vs. learning 
under conditions with no focus on form. In contrast to Krashen’s claim (Gregg, 1984, as 
cited in Robinson, 1997) that most of L2 learning is the result of unconscious processes,
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Schmidt (1990, 1993, 1995 as cited in Robinson, 1997) espouses that learning without 
awareness at the level of “noticing” the form of input is not possible. “The ‘noticing 
hypothesis’ states that what learners notice in input is what becomes intake for learning” 
(Schmidt, 1995 as cited in Robinson, 1997). Backed by this research that all learning 
involves attentional allocation and that generalizable learning will result from noticing 
rules, Robinson predicted that the instructed and enhanced conditions will facilitate 
learning to a greater extent than implicit and incidental learning since the two former 
conditions’ attention to focus on form facilitates noticing. Indeed, as Robinson 
predicted, the instructed learners o f rules were superior in their ability to generalize 
knowledge. The instructed learners were also significantly faster than the other groups in 
responding to both new grammatical and new ungrammatical items. Additionally, the 
learners in the enhanced condition showed evidence of the acquisition of a generalizable 
knowledge base in judging new ungrammatical sentences.
Robinson’s research provides more support for the necessity of providing L2 
instruction by a qualified ESL teacher. The implicit and incidental conditions in this 
study are similar to an ESL student being left to “sink or swim” in a regular education 
classroom, with merely L2 input and no instructor to deliberately select features of the 
L2 for attention and noticing. As Robinson’s study shows, a critical feature in the 
facilitation of L2 learning is attention to a focus on form along with attention to meaning. 
The enhanced and instructed conditions cited in Robinson’s study, are superior in L2 
acquisition to implicit and incidental learning. Only a trained ESL teacher would have the 
knowledge in selecting appropriate grammatical features for ELL’s to notice, and be able 
to provide the meaningful input in order for ELL’s to practice those grammatical features.
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Another study serving as more proof that ESL programs taught by certified ESL 
teachers increases student language proficiency is Doughty’s (1991) Second language 
instruction does make a difference; evidence from  an empirical study o f  ESL 
relativization. Doughty’s experiment sought to determine whether (a) L2 instruction 
affects rate of acquisition of relativization; and (b) different instructional methods affect 
L2 acquisition differently. The two different instructional methods were the meaning- 
oriented instructional group (MOG) which stressed interaction with comprehensible 
input, and the rule-oriented instructional group (ROG) where the goal of language learning 
is mastery of the rules governing related elements. Twenty international students from 
seven different native speaking backgrounds taking ESL at middle proficiency levels were 
the subjects of Doughty’s study. Doughty’s two hypotheses proven in the findings 
were that L2 instruction that is semantically and interactionally based (MOG) and L2 
instruction that is structurally based (ROG) both have a greater effect on the ability to 
relativize than does no instruction, such as was the case for the control group (COG) 
which received only exposure to the features of language. The MOG and ROG group 
showed a large effect of instruction with a 49% increase for the MOG group on 
relativization and a 55% increase for the ROG group, whereas the COG group gained 
merely 12%. L2 instruction had a positive effect on the rate o f acquisition of 
relativization in English. The M O G  and ROG group both showed significant 
improvement on the posttest compared to the pretest than the control group, which 
received no explicit instruction, merely exposure to relativization.
These results in Doughty’s study (1991) indicate the positive impact that 
instructional techniques have in drawing the learner’s attention to the target of
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instruction. Trained ESL teachers have the knowledge of effective instructional methods 
to bring language features into prominence for the L2 learner. The fact that the control 
group in this study made minimal improvement with only exposure to target features, 
supports the view that mere exposure to the L2 does not create the type of gain in L2 
acquisition that is possible with various ESL instructional strategies. Therefore, leaving 
LEP students in regular education classrooms with no ESL instruction and/or support 
does not allow LEP students to achieve optimal L2 development in the least amount of 
time.
Ellis (1985) in Key issues in Second Language Acquisition notes that research 
shows that simple exposure to the L2, as students in Hamilton receive because of 
mainstreaming, is not enough. L2 learners need L2 data specially suited to their particular 
level of development. Of the eleven hypotheses about L2 acquisition, one general 
hypothesis relating to this study is that L2 acquisition follows a natural sequence of 
development, although there will be minor variations in the order o f development and 
major variations in both the rate of development and the level of proficiency achieved. 
Furthermore, research suggests that regardless of the order o f acquisition, formal 
instruction in a L2 can accelerate the process of L2 acquisition.
Ellis’ research demonstrates that in order to enable one to teach ESL students 
effectively, it is crucial to have a clear understanding of the process of L2 acquisition. 
This knowledge is foundational to meeting the needs of ESL learners. Untrained regular 
education teachers do not have the knowledge or expertise to consider these issues. An 
ESL teacher is trained in understanding the process and sequence of L2 acquisition. 
Teaching is not just an art, but, particularly in ESL, a science that teachers need to 
understand.
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More support for ESL programs implemented by teachers trained in ESL is found 
in The effects o f  sheltered instruction on the achievement o f  limited English proficient 
students (Echevarria and Short, 2001). Researchers from the Center for Research on 
Education, Diversity, & Excellence (CREDE) developed a model of high quality sheltered 
instruction knovm as the SIOP model. Sheltered instruction is the teaching of content 
area subjects to ELL’s through the use of specific strategies that promote language 
development. CREDE researchers compared the writing performance of ELL’s whose 
teachers had been trained in the implementation of the SIOP model to a control group 
whose teachers had not been trained in the SIOP model. In 1997-98, the writing prompt 
was a narrative piece and in 1998-99 the prompt was an expository writing sample. Both 
samples were scored with the Illinois Measure of Annual Growth in English (IMAGE) 
rubric. In both years, the ELL’s whose teachers had been trained in the SIOP model 
outperformed the students in the control group. These results indicate not only the 
effectiveness of the SIOP model, but also that having teachers trained in strategies which 
increase the achievement of ELL’s is a crucial component to any school district.
To supplement the examination of court cases decided by the courts in the U.S. 
regarding the education of LEP students, the recent implementation of President Bush’s 
No Child Left Behind Act (2002) is also critical to consider. In this document, 
considerations for LEP students are marked. No Child Left Behind recognizes that 
nineteen states have seen an increase of more than fifty percent in ELL’s in the last three 
years and that growth is expected to continue. Not only does it require all states to test 
all students in reading and math, but more specifically, ELL’s will be tested annually to 
measure how well they are learning English. Furthermore, states cannot hide the failure of
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their LEP students since No Child Left Behind requires that test data be reported by 
subgroups, one of which is language proficiency. No Child Left Behind allows states the 
freedom to choose the best methods of instruction for ELL’s, but requires states and local 
school districts to establish English proficiency standards and provide quality language 
instruction that is based on scientific research for English acquisition. States and local 
school districts must also place highly qualified teachers in classrooms where ELL’s are 
taught. These requirements fall in line with the requirements in the Castaneda standard.
Federal court cases along with the recent The No Child Left Behind Act forces 
school districts to address the needs of ELL’s. Hamilton, specifically, cannot ignore the 
requirements of No Child Left Behind to which they are presently not attending. 
Currently, Hamilton falls short of the requirement that “states and local agencies must 
establish English proficiency standards and provide quality language instruction, based on 
scientific research for English acquisition”. For the first time in history, federal funding is 
now tied to academic achievement, according to The facts about making gains every year 
fwww.nclb.gov/start/facts/yearly.html). Schools are under the microscope since test data 
will be reported by subgroups of economic background, race and ethnicity, English 
proficiency, and disability. No Child Left Behind is measuring whether achievement gaps 
are closing between these subgroups and other students. Furthermore, all children will be 
tested annually in English proficiency. In January, 2003, the Michigan State Board of 
Education adopted a resolution allowing districts to exempt LEP students enrolled in 
school in the U.S. for less than three years from taking the MEAP test. They believed 
“It is educationally unsound, unfair, and demoralizing for LEP students to take 
tests they cannot read or comprehend.”
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However, the USDOE would not permit the exemption. A memo from the USDOE 
required that testing of LEP students begin by February 28 and conclude by March 31, 
2003. Whereas historically, ELL’s have not been included in these high-stakes tests, 
now schools must face accountability for their progress and achievement (Coltrane, 
2002). However unfair it seems to have LEP’s take standardized tests while still 
acquiring proficiency in English, they may reap the benefit of educational reforms more in 
their favor due to this new requirement.
In addition. No Child Left Behind requires districts provide quality English 
language instruction based on scientific research for English acquisition, in addition to 
placing highly qualified teachers in classrooms where ELL’s are taught 
(www.NoChildLeftBehind.gov). Here, too, Hamilton misses the mark. Providing 
Hamilton continues to disregard the needs of ELL’s, and if the percentage of LEP 
students in Hamilton increases enough to negatively affect the district’s average on the 
state MEAP test, schools in the district may be in danger of being labeled as a “failing 
school”.
Under No Child Left Behind, parents of children in schools persistently identified 
as in need of improvement will have the choice to use district funds toward 
transportation costs to another public school or toward supplemental services such as 
after school tutoring for their child. However, in accordance with Section 23 a of the 
1991-92 State School Act, parents in Michigan have had the opportunity to choose 
schools within and outside the district in which they reside under Schools of Choice. The 
Ottawa Area Superintendent’s Association School of Choice Plan, to which Hamilton 
belongs, states that “Districts will unconditionally release students.” The State School 
Aid Act of 1979 also states,
107
“A non-resident applicant residing in a district located in a contiguous 
intermediate district shall not be granted or refused enrollment under this 
section based upon religion, race, color, national origin, sex, height, weight, 
marital status, or athletic ability, or generally, in violation of any state or 
federal law prohibiting discrimination”.
Since families are free to choose the school which best meets the educational needs of 
their children, Hamilton rightfully stands to lose a portion of the state funding they 
receive for those students who choose to leave the district in search of a district which 
provides ESL instruction for their students. Incidentally, three local school districts, two 
of which border Hamilton, do have full fledged ESL programming for their LEP students. 
Although Schools of Choice in Michigan is already an option. No Child Left Behind 
simply underscores the message that schools must meet the needs of all students.
UNANSWERED QUESTIONS
After analyzing several factors to possibly explain the comparison o f school 
districts (See Appendix P) on the Average Annual Grade Level Growth in Language 
Proficiency, one question remains unanswered. Quite a large difference exists between 
the growth of the Hamilton Middle School students (0.51) and the Hamilton elementary 
schools (1.18). Despite the abundance of research reviewed for this study, solid 
explanations for this discrepancy have yet to be found. Conjectures were made regarding 
the effective instructional strategies used more frequently by elementary classroom 
teachers that may account for the higher degree of growth, but this hypothesis has not 
been proven in this study.
L2 acquisition is a complex process encompassing cultural knowledge, basic
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communication skills, and acquisition of academic language competency. TESOL 
(http://www.tesol.org/assoc/statements/acqproficiency.html) cites multiple factors 
influencing L2 acquisition including educational background, LI literacy, learning style, 
cognitive ability, motivation and personality. These factors were not studied in this 
research, and could have an affect on the results showing amount of growth made in 
English language acquisition.
A comparative analysis of NCE scores of Hamilton middle and high school 
students with their native English speaking peers was not conducted. Therefore, at the 
present time, it is unknown whether these two age groups are lagging behind their native 
English speaking peers in academic achievement.
CONCLUSIONS
Based on the objectives set forth in Chapter one, this research has demonstrated 
that all have been proven. The comparative analyses of both the results of WMLS and 
the Gates Maginitie show that, as stated in the first objective, LEP students without an 
ESL program to not succeed academically. The comparative analysis of the WMLS 
comparing average grade level growth gains between Hamilton students left in the 
mainstream classroom with students in local districts receiving ESL instruction, clearly 
shows that Hamilton students are making much less growth in English language 
proficiency than their LEP peers. Additionally, the comparative analysis o f the NCE 
scores on the Gates Maginitie Reading Test demonstrate that elementary LEP students in 
Hamilton are not achieving at the same level as their native English speaking peers. Both 
methods demonstrate that any angle the results are analyzed, LEP students in Hamilton
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are not succeeding equivalent to their peers.
Resulting problems of not providing ESL instruction includes the possibility of 
the district losing federal funding if schools within the district are labeled as “failing” 
under No Child Left Behind. This is a possibility due to the fact that NCLB looks at 
disadvantaged subgroups of the population to determine whether a school is failing, as 
opposed to the school average. The loss of self-esteem is another effect of not providing 
ESL instruction in order that students make enough achievement gains in academics and 
English language proficiency to feel successful.
This research presents a strong case for ESL programming in the Hamilton 
Community School District. It is the hope of this researcher, that administrators in the 
district will read this research and therefore see that indeed, providing for the English 
language needs of LEP students is crucial in Hamilton. If this results in the Hamilton 
School Board adopting a resolution to implement ESL services, the work contained herein 
will be justified in the heart of this researcher.
PLANS FOR DISSEMINATION
Copies of this thesis will be disseminated in the Hamilton School District to the 
district curriculum director, who has already expressed interest in reading this work, the 
superintendent, and the school board, requesting that the research be reviewed since it 
covers an area that has been in need of analysis. One copy of this thesis will be in the 
School of Education at Grand Valley State University and another copy in the Grand 
Valley State University Library. Others interested in the findings of this research will be 
able to access it through the UMI database online.
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DISCLAIMER
The appendices contained in this document belong to this author. All other 
sources cited within this document, as far as my knowledge, is concerned do not infringe 
upon copyright laws.
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KEY TERMS
BICS: Basic interpersonal communication skills. The language ability required for verbal 
face-to-face communication.
CALP: Cognitive academic language proficiency. The language ability required for 
academic achievement.
Castaneda v. Pickard: On June 23,1981, the Fifth Circuit Court issued a decision that 
is the seminal post-Lau decision concerning education of language minority students. The 
case established a three-part test to evaluate the adequacy of a district’s program for ELL 
students: (1) is the program based on an educational theory recognized as sound by some 
experts in the field or is considered by experts as a legitimate experimental strategy; (2) 
are the programs and practices, including resources and personnel, reasonably calculated 
to implement this theory effectively; and (3) does the school district evaluate its programs 
and make adjustments where needed to ensure language barriers are actually being 
overcome?
ELL: English language learners. A national-origin minority student who is limited- 
English-proficient. This term is often preferred over limited-English-proficient (LEP) as it 
highlights accomplishments rather than deficits.
English as a Second Language (ESL): A program of techniques, methodology and 
special curriculum designed to teach ELL students English language skills, which may 
include listening, speaking, reading, writing, study skills, content vocabulary, and cultural 
orientation. ESL instruction is usually in English with little use of native language.
Language Proficiency: Refers to the degree to which the student exhibits control over 
the use of language, including the measurement of expressive and receptive language skills 
in the areas of phonology, syntax, vocabulary, and semantics and including the areas of 
pragmatics or language use within various domains or social circumstances. Proficiency in 
a language is judged independently and does not imply a lack of proficiency in another 
language.
Lau V. Nichols: A class action suit brought by parent of non-English-proficient Chinese 
students against the San Francisco Unified School District. In 1974, the Supreme Court 
rules that identical education does not constitute equal education under the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964. The court ruled that the district must take affirmative steps to overcome
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educational barriers faced by the non-English speaking Chinese students in the district.
LEP: Limited-English-proficient. Definition in No Child Left Behind 
www.NoChildLeftBehind.gov. “A term used referring to an individual
(1) who is aged 3 through 21;
(2) who is enrolled or preparing to enroll in elementary or secondary school;
(C) (i) who was not bom in the United States or whose native language is a language other
than English;
(ii) (I) who is a native American or Alaskan Native, or a native resident of the
outlying areas; and
(II) who comes from an environment where a language other than English has had 
a significant impact on the individual’s level of English language proficiency; 
or
(iii) who is migratory, whose native language is a language other than English, and who 
comes from an environment where a langugae other than English is dominant; 
AND
(D) whose difficultires in speaking, reading, writing, or understanding the English 
language may be sufficient to deny the individual
(i) the ability to meet the State’s proficient level of achievement on State assessments
(ii) the ability to successfully achieve in classrooms where the language of instruction 
is English; or
(iii) the opportunity to participate fully in society”
Mainstreaming: “(a) students who are removed or exited from bilingual or ESL 
classrooms, (b) students who are placed in grade-level classrooms for most of the day but 
receive specialized language developments (usually ESL or basic skills development) 
during the school day, and (c) students who are placed in an all English classroom for the 
entire school day.”
NEP: Non-English-proficient.
The May 25 Memorandum: To clarify a school district’s responsibilities with respect 
to nation-origin minority children, the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, on May 25, 1970, issued a policy statement stating, in part, that “where the 
inability to speak and understand the English language excludes national-origin-minority 
group children from effective participation in the educational program offered by a school
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district, the district must take affirmative steps to rectify the language deficiency in order 
to open the instructional program to the students.”
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964: Title VI prohibits the discrimination on the 
grounds of race, color, or national origin by recipients of federal financial assistance. The 
Title VI regulatory requirements have been interpreted to prohibit denial of equal access 
to education because of a language minority student’s limited proficiency in English.
Title VII of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act: The Bilingual Education 
Act, Title VII of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), recognizes the 
unique and educational disadvantages faced by non-English speaking students. Enacted in 
1968, the Bilingual Education Act established a federal policy to assist educational 
agencies to serve students with limited-English-proficiency by authorizing funding to 
support those efforts. Reauthorized in 1994 as part of the Improving America’s Schools 
Act, Title VII was restructured to provide for an increased state role and give priority to 
applicants seeking to develop bilingual proficiency. The Improving America’s Schools 
Act also modified eligibility requirements for services under Title I so that limited- 
English-proficient students are eligible for services under that program on the same basis 
as other students.
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February 21, 2003
Dear Teachers,
I am requesting your help in filling out this questionnaire so that I can gather 
information to use in the writing of my Master’s thesis. I am comparing the academic 
progress made by Limited English Proficient (LEP) students who do not receive English 
as a Second Language (ESL) instruction, with the academic progress of LEP students who 
do receive ESL instruction and support. As part of the thesis, I am surveying teachers 
who teach LEP students in both mainstream classes and ESL classes to determine if 
instructional strategies and multi-cultural experiences of the teachers influence the 
academic progress of LEP students. I would greatly appreciate your feedback. Feel free 
to add comments where you feel an explanation is necessary or would be beneficial. You 
can place the completed survey in the envelope provided and mail it to me. If you can 
return it to me by March 7 ,1 will have time to compile the results.
Many thanks,
Amy Nelson
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Instructional Strategies
Please tell how often each strategy is used by answering;
“Frequently” (F) “Sometimes” (S) “Not at all” (N)
 1. Cooperative Learning
 2. Whole Language
 3. Hands-on instructional materials
 4. Collaborative/Discovery Learning
 5. Text-driven instruction
 6. Authentic Assessment/Performance Based Activities
 7. Process Writing
 8. Multicultural literature
 9. Pairs and small group work
 10. Phonics-based basal texts for initial literacy
 11. Thematic lessons/interdisciplinary content
 12. Multiple Intelligence's
 13. Visuals, manipulative, timelines, maps, globes, etc.
 14. Integration of art, music, drama, role playing, into curriculum
 15. Journal writing
 16. Incorporate bicultural knowledge into curriculum
 17. Lecture
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18. Use of parents’ knowledge and community members as a resource/guest
speaker
 19. Use of student’s language/culture/knowledge base and prior experience
 20. Use of technology/electronic media/video
 21. Field trips
 22. Use of Graphic organizers in understanding written text
 23. Other (Please list and/or explain)
Please answer with either Yes (Y) or No (N).
1. Have you had any of the following multicultural experiences?
  a. completed one or more years of a foreign language in high school or college
 b. completed at least one course in multicultural education
  c. completed at least one course in anthropology
  d. traveled outside of the U.S.
  e. lived outside of the U.S.
  f. taught outside of the U.S.
  g. hosted a foreign exchange student
2. Please circle the subject areas you currently teach. (If you have a primary area, please 
list that one first.
a. Social Sciences (geography, history, social studies)
b. Humanities (art, drama, English, foreign languages, music, speech)
c. Natural and Physical Sciences (algebra, earth science, geometry, and physical science)
d. Applied Disciplines (computer-aided design, drafting, driver’s education, family and
consumer sciences, graphic arts, health, journalism, keyboarding, life science, 
physical education, reading, technology)
e. Student service personnel (ESL resource, special education, speech pathology)
f. Elementary Education regular classroom
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Please check any training you have had in how to teach ESL students. 
 1. No training
_2. College classes 
_3. In-service workshops 
_4. Conference workshops 
_5. Other (please specify) _
Please indicate from which regions your LEP students in the last five years have 
originated.
 1. Central America (including Mexico)
 2. South America
 3. Southeast Asia
 4. Asia (China, Japan, and Korea)
 5. Indian subcontinent (India and Nepal)
 6. Africa
 7. Western Europe
 8. Eastern Europe
 9. countries formerly part of the Soviet Union
 10. the Middle East
 11. the Caribbean (including Haiti, Cuba, and Jamaica)
 12. North America (Native American students)
1. What is the largest number of students you have had in any one class?
2. With the above class in mind, how many distinct languages, other than English,
were spoken by these LEP students?_______
3. If you were told you could expect two or three LEP students in one of your classes 
next year, how would you describe your reaction?
4. How would you describe your overall reaction to working with LEP students in your 
classroom?
5. In general, how do you feel about having students in your classroom who speak little 
or no English?
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TEACHER SURVEY RESULTS 
PERCENTAGE OF INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES 
USED BY ESL AND CLASSROOM TEACHERS
INSTRUCTIONAL FREQUENTLY SOMETIMES RARELY
STRATEGIES ESL CR ESL CR ESL CR
Cooperative Learning 86% 52% 14% 48% 0% 0%
Whole Language 100% 44% 0% 28% 0% 28%
Hands-on materials 100% 61% 0% 39% 0% 0%
Collaborative/Discovery
Learning 57% 13% 29% 70% 14% 17%
Text-driven instruction 0% 36% 57% 64% 43% 0%
Authentic Assessment/
Performance Based Activities 71% 20% 29% 75% 0% 5%
Process Writing 29% 35% 71% 25% 0% 40%
Multicultural literature 71% 14% 29% 64% 0% 23%
Pairs and small group work 100% 74% 0% 26% 0% 0%
Thematic lessons/
Interdisciplinary content 71% 15% 29% 65% 0% 20%
Multiple Intelligences 71% 36% 29% 59% 0% 5%
Visuals/Manipulatives/
Timelines/Maps, etc. 86% 65% 14% 35% 0% 0%
Integration of art, 71% 27% 29% 55% 0% 18%
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TEACHER SURVEY RESULTS 
PERCENTAGE OF INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES 
USED BY ESL AND CLASSROOM TEACHERS
INSTRUCTIONAL FREQUENTLY SOMETIMES RARELY
STRATEGIES ESL CR ESL CR ESL CR
Journal writing 43% 57% 57% 13% 0% 30%
Incorporate bicultural
knowledge 100% 17% 0% 52% 0% 30%
Lecture 0% 43% 43% 39% 57% 17%
Use of parents/community
as resources/speakers 14% 9% 71% 50% 14% 41%
Use of student’s language/culture
and prior experience 86% 14% 14% 86% 0% 0%
Use of technology/electronic
media/video 29% 9% 71% 82% 0% 9%
Field trips 0% 0% 86% 68% 14% 32%
Use of Graphic organizers 29% 29% 71% 43% 0% 29%
Note. English as a Second Language teacher is cited as ESL and Regular education 
classroom teacher is cited as CR.
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TEACHER SURVEY RESULTS 
PERCENTAGE OF ESL AND CLASSROOM TEACHERS WITH 
MULTICULTURAL EXPERIENCES
MULTICULTURAL EXPERIENCE ESL CR
Completed one or more years of a foreign
language in high school or college 100% 100%
Completed at least one course
in multicultural education 100% 64%
Traveled outside of the U.S. 100% 91%
Lived outside of the U.S. 100% 32%
Taught outside of the U.S. 71% 23%
Note. English as a Second Language teacher is cited as ESL and Regular education 
classroom teacher is cited as CR.
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TEACHER SURVEY RESULTS 
PERCENTAGE OF ESL AND CLASSROOM TEACHERS WITH 
TRAINING IN ESL INSTRUCTION
TRAINING ESL CR
No training 0% 57%
College classes 100% 30%
In-service workshops 86% 4%
Conference workshops 100% 13%
Other 43% 9%
Note. English as a Second Lansuaee teacher is cited as ESL and Regular
classroom teacher is cited as CR.
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REGULAR EDUCATION TEACHER SURVEY ESSAY RESPONSES 
If you were told you could expect two or three LEP students in one of your classes 
next year, how would you describe your reaction?
(a) Excited for the cultural diversity. Challenged by the need to have the 
same level of academic growth.
(b) Wow! I will probably need more visuals.
(c) I’d be unsure about how to best accommodate them.
(d) 1 would feel a need to find out what I could do to make myself more 
qualified to teach them.
(e) 1 would take it as a learning experience for both the students and myself. 1 would 
be worried that 1 would express myself clearly all the time to all the students. I would 
need further resources.
(f) My class would probably not be as difficult as others since there is less reading 
and note taking with words. Math and numbers seem to be easier for them to catch on to.
(g) Would depend on students’ prior knowledge of music. I would go with it, and 
hope that the universal aspect of reading music notation would provide a link or bridge.
(h) 1 would feel inadequate, unprepared and very unresourceful
(i) I would see it as a challenge, but would be more comfortable with the student if an
ESL class/mentor were available for instructional help.
(j) Depending on the culture and language of the student, initial fear if it was
unfamiliar to me, but then pro-active. Internet research, magazine articles to understand 
language and culture before I had the student. 1 would also look into materials that would 
help me instruct that child and make them feel welcome in my class.
(k) I’d be excited but worried about meeting their needs.
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REGULAR EDUCATION TEACHER SURVEY ESSAY RESPONSES
(1) I would welcome them!
(n) Knowing my district doesn’t offer ESL classes for these students I would feel
overwhelmed, and a bit frantic.
(o) Please help me help them! What do I have to do to reach them?
(p) Great.
(q) My immediate reaction would be to ask for assistance for these students.
(r) Frustrated because I don’t know how to go about teaching them. I would expect
(almost demand) that I receive training, etc.
(s) I would want to know their backgrounds; where are they from? What can they
understand? How much do they know about the subject I teach (high school), etc. 
(t) Excitement. Some concern.
(u) How can I help them?
(v) Worried!
(w) I’m retiring!
ESL TEACHER SURVEY ESSAY RESPONSES 
If you were told you could expect two or three LEP students in one of your classes 
next year, how would you describe your reaction?
(aa) Normal. To be expected.
(bb) I teach ESL. I expect it.
(cc) N/A
(dd) No problem. It happens often.
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ESL TEACHER SURVEY ESSAY RESPONSES
(ee) This is expected. I teach ESL.
(ff) I am an ESL teacher, so I expect this.
REGULAR EDUCATION TEACHER SURVEY ESSAY RESPONSES 
How would you describe your overall reaction to working with LEP students in 
your classroom?
(a) Positive.
(b) It would be difficult. 1 may have to change how 1 do some things.
(c) 1 think it would be a great learning experience for the other students and myself!
(d) 1 would need a few extra strategies and some support, but 1 would be happy to
take the challenge.
(f) There has been some difficulty with parent conferences and contact with the 
home, but overall, it hasn’t been a huge burden.
(g) Have not had the experience often. When 1 have had exchange students they 
usually possessed above average use of English and were generally on a high academic 
level of achievement.
(h) 1 feel bad for them because a lot of times it holds them back from being successful. 
They then become unmotivated and apathetic towards school.
(i) It does take extra time when communicating with parents, but 1 did enjoy the
experience with the student. My other students got to learn about another culture and 
experienced pieces of a foreign language.
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REGULAR EDUCATION TEACHER SURVEY ESSAY RESPONSES
(j) I love the diversity of cultures and experiences that blend together to create a great
learning experience for everyone in my class. Mixed with that is frustration at not 
having enough training and materials to do everything 1 can for LEP students.
(k) Love the variety and knowledge they bring to our classes!
(I) It is challenging and frustrating in Hamilton because we have no assistance for the
teachers or students.
(m) Rewarding, at the same time as challenging.
(n) For the most part my experience with LEP students has been wonderful. They
are some of the most polite and respectful children I’ve worked with, but I do
struggle with how to bridge the language barrier.
(o) Nervous, but eager due to the shared learning we would both have.
(p) I enjoy the challenge and cultural experience they bring to class.
(q) Considering I have had only one, and he is fluent in English, I would say positive.
One frustration is that he is very low in Reading and Writing and also there is 
limited communication with the parents.
(r) I personally want more TRAINING in how to teach LEP kids, but it’s very
difficult having these kids in the classroom because I WANT to help them but do 
not know HOW.
(s) I enjoy seeing their progress as the year goes along.
(t) I enjoy the additional challenge of working with LEP students, and also enjoy the
exposure to other cultures, customs, etc.
(u) I feel helpless with the language barrier.
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REGULAR EDUCATION TEACHER SURVEY ESSAY RESPONSES
(v) Since I have limited training I would feel that they weren’t being helped.
(w) I previously liked having them in class as they usually are motivated to learn.
ESL TEACHER SURVEY ESSAY RESPONSES 
How would you describe your overall reaction to working with LEP students in 
your classroom?
(aa) They are here to be taught and it’s my job to find how to reach them.
(bb) I love it!
(cc) I can’t think of any student population I’d rather work with. I love working with 
them!
(dd) Positive and energizing.
(ee) Wonderful. My students are incredible and very receptive to my teaching.
(ff) I learn a lot from them so it’s interesting! I love it. My students are very
motivated and realize the opportunity they have been given by coming here.
REGULAR EDUCATION TEACHER SURVEY ESSAY RESPONSES
In general, how do you feel about having students in your classroom who speak 
little or no English?
(a) It’s tough to meet their needs academically (often) but can be accomplished - need 
to rely on the resources available.
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REGULAR EDUCATION TEACHER SURVEY ESSAY RESPONSES
(b) I would welcome them because they offer a different perspective on life.
(c) I think it would be difficult but it would be a great learning opportunity for the 
other students.
(d) I would have a difficult time understanding what the purpose would be or their 
benefit from being there.
(e) If they are not going to understand anything I say, I don’t feel that they would 
benefit from being in my class.
(f) Frustrating for them and me both! We have no program to offer them to help them 
with their English. Hopefully they are quick learners (not always the case 
though!)
(g) I try to accommodate their needs but often feel I fall short due to the large number 
of other students I work with at the same time.
(h) When they are placed in my classroom with no support, I feel it is very unfair to 
the student.
(i) It doesn’t bother me at all. However, I could do a better job if I had and ESL 
trained teacher helping as a teacher and consultant so the child could get the most 
of each day.
(j) Underprepared. With class sizes going up, I feel like I would not be able to give
these kids the intense instruction they need as frequently as I would like. I also 
like a lot of school-home contact for both positive and negative situations. This is 
very limited when I don’t have the ability to translate so that families will 
understand.
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REGULAR EDUCATION TEACHER SURVEY ESSAY RESPONSES
(k) No English" is a much more challenging situation and frustrating situation to deal 
with since we do not have ESL help to offer.
(1) 1 welcome them, but it is frustrating on both sides.
(m) It’s challenging.
(n) Overwhelmed/helpless.
(o) Nervous. 1 really do not know what to do for them.
(p) It is very difficult, but there are some benefits.
(q) A bit hesitant but willing to do what 1 can to help the student.
(r) 1 don’t think it’s fair to THEM. We are doing a huge disservice to them because
we as teachers don’t have the proper training to help them.
(s) 1 enjoy the challenge and the impact I can have on their lives. At times I feel
inadequate with no formal training with these students.
(t) It is fairly manageable in the lower elementary setting. Children are still acquiring 
language as they learn the basics in reading. It certainly is challenging for both the 
learner and the teacher, however!
(u) 1 feel that they need to be elsewhere. 1 can’t do anything for them.
(v) Ineffective!
(w) It can be a bit nerve ending, but it has been my experience that they learn a lot by 
watching.
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ESL TEACHER SURVEY ESSAY RESPONSES 
In general, how do you feel about having students in your classroom who speak 
little or no English?
(aa) No problem except I would rely on kids to translate which gets tiring for kids.
(bb) A fun challenge.
(cc) Great! They have a rich cultural background to be incorporated into the classroom.
They are resilient, know what hard work is and have incredible potential!
(dd) Quite comfortable.
(ee) Great.
(ff) Good!
Note. Responses from regular education classroom teachers in Hamilton on their 
reactions and feelings on mainstreaming ESL students into the classroom with no ESL 
support.
Note. For all three questions, each responses by the same teacher was assigned the same 
lowercase letter. For example, each response labeled (a) was given by one individual.
Note. Regular education teachers were assigned single lower case letters (a). ESL teachers 
were assigned double lowercase letters (aa).
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March 24, 2003
Dear Parents/Guardians,
Earlier this year, a Home Language Survey was sent home to eveiy family in tlie 
Hamilton school district. Based on information gathered from that survey, schools are 
required to test students who have exposure to another language, or speak a language 
other than English in the home. In the fall of 2002, your child was given the Woodcock- 
Munoz Language Survey to determine their level of academic English proficiency.
Results from this test show that your child has Limited English Proficiency and therefore 
would be eligible for English as a Second Language services such as English language 
instruction and support with their content area classes, provided the school district 
offered these services from a certified ESL teacher.
To better serve the students and parents of Hamilton Community Schools, I am 
interested in your perception of your child's education in Hamilton. Please fill out the 
attached survey to provide feedback that will enable the district to understand and better 
meet the needs of our students and families. Please mail the completed survey in the 
envelope provided by April 7. Thank you for your assistance!
Sincerely,
Amy .1. Nelson
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PARENT SURVEY
1. Are your child’s academic needs and English language needs are being met by the 
Hamilton Community Schools?
Yes
No
Comments:
2. Has your child has received any special help learning English? (from an aide, tutor, or a 
teacher) Do you feel it has been sufficient?
Yes
No
Comments:
3. Do you think your child would benefit from English language instruction and support 
in the content area classes such as science, history, geography, mathematics, etc.?
Yes
No
Comments:
4. Does your child struggle with the academic vocabulaiy used in content area classes 
such as science, histoiy, geography, mathematics, etc.?
Yes
No
Comments:
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5. Do you think your child would benefit from an English as a Second Language class?
Yes
No
Comments:
6. Do you think it is necessaiy' for the academic success of your child, that Hamilton 
offers an ESL program?
Yes
No
Comments:
7. Have you ever considered sending your child to another district so that they could 
benefit from ESL classes?
Yes
No
Comments:
8. What other areas of the English language do you feel your child could use some help?
9. Comments/Questions/Concems:
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2000 U.S. Census/Language Spoken in the Home
Language Heath Manlius Fillmore Laketown Overisel Allegan Co. Ottawa Co. Michigan
English only 26 8 8  2 2 6 7  24 0 2  4 8 1 0  2321 91396 2 0 0 8 2 0  8487401
Other language 98  2 2 4  172 32 6 112 66 43 1 9 5 1 3  781381
Speak English 3 8 
less than 
"very well’"
87 36 70 2 4 2611 7 4 7 5 2 9 4 6 0 6
139
APPENDIX I
student Test
Pre
Test
G.E.
Pre
Test
Date
Post
Test
G.E.
Post
Test
Date
Grade
Level
Growth
Average 
Growth 
Per Student
Months
Between
Tests
Average 
Growth 
Per Month
Annual
Projected
Growth
HAM EL 1 Oral 0.7 1 / 0 2 1.9 6 / 0 2 1.2 0.73 6.00 0.12 1 . 1 0
Rdg/Wrtg 1.6 1 / 0 2 2 6 / 0 2 0.4
Broad 1.4 1 / 0 2 2 6 / 0 2 0.6
HAM EL 2 Oral 2.3 1 / 0 2 3.3 6 / 0 2 1.3 0.60 6.00 0.10 0 . 9 0
Rdg/Wrtg 3.5 1 / 0 2 3.8 6 / 0 2 0.3
Broad 3.1 1 / 0 2 3.6 6 / 0 2 0.5
HAM EL 3 Oral 4 .9 1 / 0 2 8.7 6 / 0 2 3.8 2.27 6.00 0.38 3 . 4 0
Rdg/Wrtg 3 1 / 0 2 4.1 6 / 0 2 1.1
Broad 3.6 1 / 0 2 5.5 6 / 0 2 1.9
HAM EL 4 Oral 2 .7 1 / 0 2 4.5 6 / 0 2 1.8 1.40 6.00 0.23 2.1 0
Rdg/Wrtg 3.8 1 / 0 2 4.9 6 / 0 2 1.1
Broad 3.4 1 / 0 2 4.7 6 / 0 2 1.3
HAM EL 5 Oral 2 .7 1 / 0 2 3.2 6 / 0 2 0.5 0 .33 6.00 0.06 0 . 5 0
Rdg/Wrtg 3.4 1 / 0 2 3.6 6 / 0 2 0.2
Broad 3.1 1 / 0 2 3.4 6 / 0 2 0.3
HAM EL 6 Oral 0 1 1 / 0 2 0 4 / 0 3 0 0.17 5.00 0.03 0 . 3 0
Rdg/Wrtg 0 1 1 / 0 2 0.4 4 / 0 3 0.4
Broad 0 1 1 / 0 2 0.1 4 / 0 3 0.1
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Student Test
Pre
Test
G.E.
Pre
Test
Date
Post
Test
G.E.
Post
Test
Date
Grade
Level
Growth
Average 
Growth 
Per Student
Months
Between
Tests
Average Annual 
Growth Projected  
Per Month Growth
HAM EL 7 Oral 0 1 1 / 0 2 0.2 4 / 0 3 0.2 0.37 5.00 0.07 0 . 6 6
Rdg/Wrtg 1 1 1 / 0 2 1.5 4 / 0 3 0.5
Broad 0.8 1 1 / 0 2 1.2 4 / 0 3 0.4
HAM EL 8 Oral 1.4 1 1 / 0 2 1.4 4 / 0 3 0 0.27 5.00 0.05 0 . 4 8
Rdg/Wrtg 3.1 1 1 / 0 2 3.6 4 / 0 3 0.5
Broad 2.5 1 1 / 0 2 2.8 4 / 0 3 0.3
Average Growth in Language Proficiency 0 . 7 7 1 . 1 8
Note. HAM EL represents students at two Hamilton elementary schools.
APPENDIX J
s tudent Test
Pre
Test
G.E.
Pre
Test
Date
Post
Test
G.E.
Post
Test
Date
Grade
Level
Growth
Average 
Growth 
Per Student
Months
Between
Tests
Average 
Growth 
Per Month
Annual
Projected
Growth
HAM MS 1 Oral 0 9 / 0 2 0 4 / 0 3 0 0 .9 7 7.00 0.14 1.24
Rdg/Wrtg 0.7 9 / 0 2 2.1 4 / 0 3 1.4
Broad 0 9 / 0 2 1.5 4 / 0 3 1.5
HAM MS 2 Oral 4 1 1 / 0 2 3.6 4 / 0 3 -0 .4 0.07 5.00 0.01 0 .12
Rdg/Wrtg 3 1 1 / 0 2 3.4 4 / 0 3 0.4
Broad 3.3 1 1 / 0 2 3.5 4 / 0 3 0.2
HAM MS 3 Oral 2 .7 1 1 / 0 2 3.6 4 / 0 3 0.9 1.07 5.00 0.21 1 .92
Rdg/Wrtg 6.8 1 1 / 0 2 8.1 4 / 0 3 1.3
Broad 5 1 1 / 0 2 6 4 / 0 3 1
HAM MS 4 Oral 4 .3 1 1 / 0 2 3.3 4 / 0 3 -1 - 0 .3 3 5.00 - 0 .0 7 - 0 . 6 0
Rdg/Wrtg 5.5 1 1 / 0 2 5.8 4 / 0 3 0.3
Broad 5 1 1 / 0 2 4.7 4 / 0 3 -0 .3
HAM MS 5 Oral 3 .2 1 1 / 0 2 3.3 4 / 0 3 0.1 0 .17 5.00 0.03 0 .3 0
Rdg/Wrtg 5.8 1 1 / 0 2 6 4 / 0 3 0.2
Broad 4.7 1 1 / 0 2 4.9 4 / 0 3 0.2
HAM MS 6 Oral 4 .5 1 1 / 0 2 4.7 4 / 0 3 0.2 0.20 5.00 0.04 0 . 36
Rdg/Wrtg 5.5 1 1 / 0 2 5.8 4 / 0 3 0.3
Broad 5.2 1 1 / 0 2 5.3 4 / 0 3 0.1
APPENDIX J
Student Test
Pre
Test
G.E.
Pre
Test
Date
Post
Test
G.E.
Post
Test
Date
Grade
Level
Growth
Average 
Growth 
Per Student
Months
Between
Tests
Average 
Growth 
Per Month
Annual
Projected
Growth
HAM MS 7 Oral 5.4 1 1 / 0 2 5.4 4 / 0 3 0 0 .47 5.00 0.09 0 .8 4
Rdg/Wrtg 6.5 1 1 / 0 2 7.3 4 / 0 3 0.8
Broad 6 1 1 / 0 2 6.6 4 / 0 3 0.6
HAM MS 8 Oral 4 .3 1 1 / 0 2 5.6 4 / 0 3 1.3 0.00 5.00 0.00 0 .0 0
Rdg/Wrtg 7.9 1 1 / 0 2 6.6 4 / 0 3 -1 .3
Broad 6.2 1 1 / 0 2 6.2 4 / 0 3 0
HAM MS 9 Oral 7 .4 1 1 / 0 2 9.1 4 / 0 3 1.7 0.77 5 .00 0.15 1 .38
Rdg/Wrtg 6.9 1 1 / 0 2 6.9 4 / 0 3 0
Broad 7.2 1 1 / 0 2 7.8 4 / 0 3 0.6
Note.
Average Growth In Language Proficiency
HAM MS represents students at Hamilton Middle School.
0 .31 0.51
CO
APPENDIX K
Pre Pre Post Post Grade Average Months Average Annual
Test Test Test Test Level Growth Between Growth Projected
Student Test G.E. Date G.E. Date Growth Per Student Tests Per Month Growth
HAM HS 1 Oral 3 .5 1 1 / 0 2 6.4 4 / 0 3 2.9 2.00 6.00 0.33 3 . 0 0
Rdg/Wrtg 5.8 1 1 / 0 2 6.8 4 / 0 3 1
Broad 4.7 1 1 / 0 2 6.8 4 / 0 3 2.1
HAM HS 2 Oral 1.2 1 1 / 0 2 1.4 4 / 0 3 0.2 0.60 6.00 0.10 0 . 9 0
Rdg/Wrtg 4 1 1 / 0 2 5 4 / 0 3 1
Broad 2.9 1 1 / 0 2 3.5 4 / 0 3 0.6
HAM HS 3 Oral 0 9 / 0 2 0 4 / 0 3 0 - 0 .0 3 7.00 -0 .00 - 0 . 0 4
Rdg/Wrtg 0.7 9 / 0 2 0.4 4 / 0 3 - 0 .3
Broad 0.1 9 / 0 2 0.3 4 / 0 3 0.2
HAM HS 4 Oral 8 .7 1 1 /2 10.2 4 / 0 3 1.5 1.00 6.00 0.17 1 .50
Rdg/Wrtg 8.1 1 1 /2 8.7 4 / 0 3 0.6
Broad 8.3 1 1 /2 9.2 4 / 0 3 0.9
Note.
Average Growth in Language Proficiency
HAM HS represents students at Hamilton High School.
0 . 5 9 0 . 8 9
lO
APPENDIX L
Pre Pre Post Post Grade Average Months Average Annual
Test Test Test Test Level Growth Between Growth Projected
s tudent Test G.E. Date G.E. Date Growth Per Student Tests Per Month Growth
ZEE EL 1 Oral 0 9 / 0 1 0 8 / 0 2 0 0.30 9.00 0.03 0 . 3 0
Rdg/Wrtg 0 9 / 0 1 0.5 8 / 0 2 0.5
Broad 0 9 / 0 1 0.4 8 / 0 2 0.4
ZEE EL 2 Oral 0 .2 9 / 0 1 1.9 5 / 0 2 1.7 1.23 9.00 0.14 1 . 2 3
Rdg/Wrtg 1.5 9 / 0 1 2.4 5 / 0 2 0.9
Broad 1.2 9 / 0 1 2.3 5 / 0 2 1.1
ZEE EL 3 Oral 0 9 / 0 1 1.9 4 / 0 2 1.9 1.97 8.00 0.25 2 . 21
Rdg/Wrtg 1 9 / 0 1 1.7 4 / 0 2 0.7
Broad 0.7 9 / 0 1 4 4 / 0 2 3.3
ZEE EL 4 Oral 1.7 5 / 0 1 4 5 / 0 2 2.3 0.93 9.00 0.10 0 . 9 3
Rdg/Wrtg 2 5 / 0 1 2 5 / 0 2 0
Broad 1.9 5 / 0 1 2.4 5 / 0 2 0.5
ZEE EL 5 Oral 0 4 / 0 2 0 9 / 0 2 0 0.33 3.00 0.11 1 . 0 0
Rdg/Wrtg 1.3 4 / 0 2 2 9 / 0 2 0.7
Broad 0.9 4 / 0 2 1.2 9 / 0 2 0.3
ZEE EL 6 Oral 0 .4 4 / 0 2 2.4 1 / 0 3 2 1.90 7.00 0.27 2 . 4 4
Rdg/Wrtg 3.1 4 / 0 2 5 1 / 0 3 1.9
Broad 2.1 4 / 0 2 3.9 1 / 0 3 1.8
CO
APPENDIX L
Student Test
Pre
Test
G.E.
Pre
Test
Date
Post
Test
G.E.
Post
Test
Date
Grade
Level
Growth
Average 
Growth 
Per Student
Months
Between
Tests
Average 
Growth 
Per Month
Annual
Projected
Growth
ZEE EL 7 Oral 1.6 9 / 0  1 3 3 / 0 2 1.4 1.47 6.00 0.24 2 . 2 0
Rdg/Wrtg 2.5 9 / 0 1 4 3 / 0 2 1.5
Broad 2.2 9 / 0 1 3.7 3 / 0 2 1.5
ZEE EL 8 Oral 0.6 9 / 0 1 1.2 4 / 0 2 0.6 1.00 7.00 0.14 1 . 2 9
Rdg/Wrtg 0 9 / 0 1 1.3 4 / 0 2 1.3
Broad 0.2 9 / 0 1 1.3 4 / 0 2 1.1
ZEE EL 9 Oral 1.6 5 / 0 1 3.3 5 / 0 2 1.7 1.17 9.00 0.13 1 . 1 7
Rdg/Wrtg 2.4 5 / 0 1 3.1 5 / 0 2 0.7
Broad 2.1 5 / 0 1 3.2 5 / 0 2 1.1
ZEE EL 10 Oral 3.5 5 / 0 1 5.4 5 / 0 2 1.9 0.50 9.00 0.06 0 . 5 0
Rdg/Wrtg 4 5 / 0 1 3.4 5 / 0 2 -0 .6
Broad 3.7 5 / 0 1 3.9 5 / 0 2 0.2
ZEE EL 11 Oral 0.4 5 / 0 1 4.3 4 / 0 2 3.9 2 .83 8.00 0.35 3 . 1 9
Rdg/Wrtg 2.5 5 / 0 1 4.5 4 / 0 2 2
Broad 1.9 5 / 0 1 4.5 4 / 0 2 2.6
Average Growth in Language Proficiency 0 . 8 3 1 . 0 6
K
Note.
ZEE EL represents students at a Zeeland Public elementary school.
APPENDIX M
Student Test
Pre
Test
G.E.
Pre
Test
Date
Post
Test
G.E.
Post
Test
Date
Grade
Level
Growtti
Average 
Growth 
Per Student
Months
Between
Tests
Average 
Growth 
Per Month
Annual
Projected
Growth
HOL EL 1 Oral 0 5 / 0 1 0.9 4 / 0 2 0.9 1.03 9.00 0.11 1 .03
Rdg/Wrtg 0.7 5 / 0 1 1.8 4 / 0 2 1.1
Broad 0.5 5 / 0 1 1.6 4 / 0 2 1.1
HOLEL2 Oral 0 5 / 0 1 0.2 4 / 0 2 0.2 1.03 9.00 0.11 1 .03
Rdg/Wrtg 0.3 5 / 0 1 1.8 4 / 0 2 1.5
Broad 0 5 / 0 1 1.4 4 / 0 2 1.4
HOL EL 3 Oral 0 5 / 0 1 0.5 4 / 0 2 0.5 0 .90 9.00 0.10 0 . 9 0
Rdg/Wrtg 0.8 5 / 0 1 1.9 4 / 0 2 1.1
Broad 0.5 5 / 0 1 1.6 4 / 0 2 1.1
HOLEL4 Oral 0 5 / 0 1 0 4 / 0 2 0 0.80 9.00 0.09 0 . 8 0
Rdg/Wrtg 0 5 / 0 1 1.4 4 / 0 2 1.4
Broad 0 5 / 0 1 1 4 / 0 2 1
HOLEL5 Oral 0 5 / 0  1 0.5 4 / 0 2 0.5 0.97 9.00 0.11 0 . 9 7
Rdg/Wrtg 0.6 5 / 0 1 1.8 4 / 0 2 1.2
Broad 0.3 5 / 0 1 1.5 4 / 0 2 1.2
HOLEL6 Oral 0 5 / 0 1 0 4 / 0 2 0 0.73 9.00 0.08 0 . 7 3
Rdg/Wrtg 0 5 / 0 1 1.3 4 / 0 2 1.3
Broad 0 5 / 0 1 0.9 4 / 0 2 0.9
00-q-
APPENDIX M
Pre Pre Post Post Grade Average Months Average Annual
Test Test Test Test Level Growth Between Growth Projected
s tudent Test G.E. Date G.E. _Date Growth Per Student Tests Per Month Growth
HOLEL7 Oral 0 5 / 0 1 1.4 4 / 0 2 1.4 1.13 9.00 0.13 1 . 1 3
Rdg/Wrtg 0.8 5 / 0 1 1.7 4 / 0 2 0.9
Broad 0.5 5 / 0 1 1.6 4 / 0 2 1.1
HOLEL8 Oral 0 5 / 0 1 0.7 4 / 0 2 0.7 1.07 9.00 0.12 1 . 07
Rdg/Wrtg 0 5 / 0 1 1.3 4 / 0 2 1.3
Broad 0 5 / 0 1 1.2 4 / 0 2 1.2
HOL EL 9 Oral 0 5 / 0 1 1 4 / 0 2 1 1.90 9 .00 0.21 1 .90
Rdg/Wrtg 0.3 5 / 0 1 3 4 / 0 2 2.7
Broad 0 5 / 0 1 2 4 / 0 2 2
HOL EL 10 Oral 0 5 / 0 1 0 4 / 0 2 0 0.97 9.00 0.11 0 . 9 7
Rdg/Wrtg 0 5 / 0 1 1.6 4 / 0 2 1.6
Broad 0 5 / 0 1 1.3 4 / 0 2 1.3
HOL EL 11 Oral 0 .8 5 / 0 1 0.8 4 / 0 2 0 0.23 9 .00 0.03 0 . 2 3
Rdg/Wrtg 1.4 5 / 0 1 1.8 4 / 0 2 0.4
Broad 1.3 5 / 0 1 1.6 4 / 0 2 0.3
O)-q-
APPENDIX M
s tudent Test
Pre
Test
G.E.
Pre
Test
Date
Post
Test
G.E.
Post
Test
Date
Grade
Level
Growth
Average 
Growth 
Per Student
Months
Between
Tests
Average 
Growth 
Per Month
Annual
Projected
Growth
HOL EL 12 Oral 0.6 5 / 0 1 2 4 / 0 2 1.4 1.27 9.00 0.14 1 .27
Rdg/Wrtg 1.9 5 / 0 1 3.1 4 / 0 2 1.2
Broad 1.6 5 / 0 1 2.8 4 / 0 2 1.2
HOL EL 13 Oral 0 5 / 0 1 0 4 / 0 2 0 0.37 9 .00 0.04 0 . 3 7
Rdg/Wrtg 1.1 5 / 0 1 1.6 4 / 0 2 0.5
Broad 0.7 5 / 0 1 1.3 4 / 0 2 0.6
HOL EL 14 Oral 0 5 / 0 1 0 4 / 0 2 0 0.53 9.00 0.06 0 . 5 3
Rdg/Wrtg 1.7 5 / 0 1 2.6 4 / 0 2 0.9
Broad 1.1 5 / 0 1 1.8 4 / 0 2 0.7
HOL EL 15 Oral 0 5 / 0  1 1 4 / 0 2 1 0.67 9.00 0.07 0 . 6 7
Rdg/Wrtg 1.8 5 / 0 1 2.2 4 / 0 2 0.4
Broad 1.3 5 / 0 1 1.9 4 / 0 2 0.6
HOL EL 16 Oral 0 5 / 0 1 0.7 4 / 0 2 0.7 0.43 9.00 0.05 0 . 4 3
Rdg/Wrtg 1.5 5 / 0 1 1.7 4 / 0 2 0.2
Broad 1 5 / 0 1 1.4 4 / 0 2 0.4
HOL EL 17 Oral 0 5 / 0 1 0.9 4 / 0 2 0.9 0.67 9.00 0.07 0 . 6 7
Rdg/Wrtg 1.4 5 / 0 1 1.8 4 / 0 2 0.4
Broad 0.9 5 / 0 1 1.6 4 / 0 2 0.7
olO
APPENDIX M
s tudent Test
Pre
Test
G.E.
Pre
Test
Date
Post
Test
G.E.
Post
Test
Date
Grade
Level
Growtti
Average 
Growtti 
Per Student
Monttis
Between
Tests
Average 
Growth 
Per Ivlonth
Annual
Projected
Growth
HOL EL 18 Oral 0.8 5 / 0 1 1.7 4 / 0 2 0.9 0.93 9.00 0.10 0 . 9 3
Rdg/Wrtg 1.4 5 / 0 1 2.4 4 / 0 2 1
Broad 1.3 5 / 0 1 2.2 4 / 0 2 0.9
HOL EL 19 Oral 1 5 / 0 1 1.7 4 / 0 2 0.7 0.60 9.00 0.07 0 . 6 0
Rdg/Wrtg 1.4 5 / 0 1 1.9 4 / 0 2 0.5
Broad 1.3 5 / 0 1 1.9 4 / 0 2 0.6
HOLEL20 Oral 0 5 / 0 1 1.7 4 / 0 2 1.7 1.50 9.00 0.17 1 . 5 0
Rdg/Wrtg 1.4 5 / 0 1 2.8 4 / 0 2 1.4
Broad 1 5 / 0 1 2.4 4 / 0 2 1.4
HOL EL 21 Oral 0.2 5 / 0 1 1 4 / 0 2 0.8 0.73 9.00 0.08 0 . 7 3
Rdg/Wrtg 1.3 5 / 0 1 2 4 / 0 2 0.7
Broad 1.1 5 / 0 1 1.8 4 / 0 2 0.7
HOL EL 22 Oral 0 5 / 0 1 0.9 4 / 0 2 0.9 0.70 9.00 0.08 0 . 7 0
Rdg/Wrtg 1.4 5 / 0 1 1.9 4 / 0 2 0.5
Broad 1 5 / 0 1 1.7 4 / 0 2 0.7
HOLEL 23 Oral 0 .4 5 / 0 1 1 4 / 0 2 0.6 0.77 9.00 0.09 0 . 7 7
Rdg/Wrtg 1.3 5 / 0 1 2.2 4 / 0 2 0.9
Broad 1.1 5 / 0 1 1.9 4 / 0 2 0.8
APPENDIX M
Student Test
Pre
Test
G.E.
Pre
Test
Date
Post
Test
G.E.
Post
Test
Date
Grade
Level
Growtti
Average 
Growtti 
Per Student
fulonttis
Between
Tes ts
Average 
Growtti 
Per tVlontti
Annual
Projected
Growth
HOL EL 24 Oral 0 5 / 0 1 1 4 / 0 2 1 1.63 9 .00 0.18 1 .63
Rdg/Wrtg 0.8 5 / 0 1 2.6 4 / 0 2 1.8
Broad 0 5 / 0  1 2.1 4 / 0 2 2.1
HOL EL 25 Oral 0 5 / 0 1 0 4 / 0 2 0 0.00 9.00 0.00 0 . 0 0
Rdg/Wrtg 0 5 / 0 1 0 4 / 0 2 0
Broad 0 5 / 0  1 0 4 / 0 2 0
HOL EL 26 Oral 0 5 / 0 1 1 4 / 0 2 1 1.80 9.00 0.20 1 . 8 0
Rdg/Wrtg 0 5 / 0  1 2.4 4 / 0 2 2.4
Broad 0 5 / 0 1 2 4 / 0 2 2
HOL EL 27 Oral 0 5 / 0 1 1.4 4 / 0 2 1.4 1.10 9.00 0.12 1 . 1 0
Rdg/Wrtg 1.8 5 / 0 1 2.7 4 / 0 2 0.9
Broad 1.3 5 / 0 1 2.3 4 / 0 2 1
HOL EL 28 Oal 0.8 5 / 0 1 2 4 / 0 2 1.2 1.10 9.00 0.12 1 . 1 0
Rdg/Wrtg 1.5 5 / 0 1 2.5 4 / 0 2 1
Broad 1.3 5 / 0 1 2.4 4 / 0 2 1.1
APPENDIX M
s tudent Test
Pre
Test
G.E.
Pre
Test
Date
Post
Test
G.E.
Post
Test
Date
Grade
Level
Growth
Average 
Growth 
Per Student
Months
Between
Tests
Average 
Growth 
Per Month
Annual
Projected
Growth
HOL EL 29 Oral 0 5 / 0 1 0 4 / 0 2 0 0.73 9.00 0.08 0 . 7 3
Rdg/Wrtg 0 5 / 0 1 1.5 4 / 0 2 1.5
Broad 0 5 / 0 1 0.7 4 / 0 2 0.7
HOL EL 30 Oral 0 5 / 0 1 0 4 / 0 2 0 1.33 9.00 0.15 1 . 3 3
Rdg/Wrtg 0 5 / 0 1 2.4 4 / 0 2 2.4
Broad 0 5 / 0 1 1.6 4 / 0 2 1.6
HOL EL 31 Oral 0.6 5 / 0 1 1.7 4 / 0 2 1.1 0.73 9.00 0.08 0 . 7 3
Rdg/Wrtg 2.2 5 / 0 1 2.7 4 / 0 2 0.5
Broad 1.8 5 / 0 1 2.4 4 / 0 2 0.6
HOL EL 32 Oral 2 .4 5 / 0 1 4.9 4 / 0 2 2.5 1.63 9.00 0.18 1 .6 3
Rdg/Wrtg 3.1 5 / 0 1 4 4 / 0 2 0.9
Broad 2.9 5 / 0 1 4.4 4 / 0 2 1.5
HOL EL 33 Oral 1 5 / 0 1 2.7 4 / 0 2 1.7 0.73 9.00 0.08 0 . 7 3
Rdg/Wrtg 1.8 5 / 0 1 1.8 4 / 0 2 0
Broad 1.6 5 / 0 1 2.1 4 / 0 2 0.5
HOL EL 34 Oral 0 5 / 0 1 0 4 / 0 2 0 0.00 9.00 0.00 0 . 0 0
Rdg/Wrtg 0 5 / 0 1 0 4 / 0 2 0
Broad 0 5 / 0 1 0 4 / 0 2 0
APPENDIX M
Average Growth in Language Proficiency 0 .9  0 0 .9  0
Note. HOL EL represents students at a Holland Public elementary school.
lO
APPENDIX N
Pre Pre Post Post Grade Average Months Average Annual
Test Test Test Test Level Growth Between Growth Projected
student Tes t G.E. Date G.E. Date Growth Per Student Tests Per Month Growth
WO MS 1 Oral Language 2.9 1 0/01 10.4 5 / 0 2 7.5 2.65 7.00 0.38 3.41
Picture Vocab. 0 1 0 /01 0.5 5 / 0 2 0.5
Reading Comp. 1.7 1 0 /01 2.4 5 / 0 2 0.7
Writing Fluency 2.3 1 0 /01 4.2 5 / 0 2 1.9
WO MS 2 Oral Language 0.2 1 0 /01 5.3 5 / 0 2 5.1 1.60 7 .00 0.23 2 . 0 6
Picture Vocab. 0 1 0 /01 0 5 / 0 2 0
Reading Comp. 1.7 10 /01 2 5 / 0 2 0.3
Writing Fluency 2.4 1 0 /01 3.4 5 / 0 2 1
WO MS 3 Oral Language 0 1 0 /01 3.3 5 / 0 2 3.3 1.70 7.00 0.24 2.1 9
Picture Vocab. 0 1 0 /01 0 5 / 0 2 0
Reading Comp. 0.4 1 0 /01 1.5 5 / 0 2 1.1
Writing Fluency 1.5 1 0 /0 1 3.9 5 / 0 2 2.4
WO MS 4 Oral Language 0 1 0 /01 0.7 5 / 0 2 0.7 0.50 7.00 0.07 0 . 6 4
Picture Vocab. 0 10 /01 0 5 / 0 2 0
Reading Comp. 0 1 0 /0 1 1.3 5 / 0 2 1.3
Writing Fluency 0 1 0 /0 1 0 5 / 0 2 0
APPENDIX N
Pre Pre Post Post Grade Average Months Average Annual
Test Test Test Test Level Growth Between Growth Projected
s tudent  Tes t G.E. Date G.E. Date Growth Per Student Tests Per Month Growth
WO MS 5 Oral Language 0 1 0 /01 3.7 5 / 0 2 3.7 2.08 7.00 0.30 2 . 6 7
Picture Vocab. 0 1 0 /01 0 5 / 0 2 0
Reading Comp. 1.1 1 0 /01 1.5 5 / 0 2 0.4
Writing Fluency 0 1 0 /01 4.2 5 / 0 2 4.2
WO MS 6 Oral Language 2.9 1 0 /01 1.8 5 / 0 2 -1.1 0.33 7.00 0.05 0 . 4 2
Picture Vocab. 0 .2 1 0 /01 0.9 5 / 0 2 0.7
Reading Comp. 2.6 1 0 /01 3.3 5 / 0 2 0.7
Writing Fluency 2.4 1 0 /0 1 3.4 5 / 0 2 1
WO MS 7 Oral Language 0 1 0 /01 5.3 5 / 0 2 5.3 2.25 7.00 0.32 2 . 8 9
Picture Vocab. 0 1 0 /01 0 5 / 0 2 0
Reading Comp. 1.4 1 0 /01 2.6 5 / 0 2 1.2
Writing Fluency 2.3 1 0 /01 4.8 5 / 0 2 2.5
WO MS 8 Oral Language 0 1 0 /01 1 5 / 0 2 1 0.60 7.00 0.09 0 . 7 7
Picture Vocab. 0 1 0 /0 1 0 5 / 0 2 0
Reading Comp. 1.1 1 0 /0 1 1.3 5 / 0 2 0.2
Writing Fluency 0 1 0 /0 1 1.2 5 / 0 2 1.2
Average Growth in Language Proficiency 1.46
Note. WO MS represents students from a West Ottawa Public middle sctiool.
1 . 8 8
COlo
APPENDIX O
Pre Pre Post Post Grade Average Months Average Annual
Test Test Test Test Level Growth Between Growth Projected
Student Test G.E. Date G.E. Date Growth Per Student Tesjs Per Month Growth
HOL MS 1 Oral 0 9 / 0 2 0 2 / 0 3 0 1.03 6.00 0.17 1 . 5 5
Rdg/Wrtg 0 9 / 0 2 2.3 2 / 0 3 2.3
Broad 0 9 / 0 2 0.8 2 / 0 3 0.8
HOL HS 2 Oral 0 9 / 0 2 0 2 / 0 3 0 0.23 6.00 0.04 0 . 3 5
Rdg/Wrtg 0 9 / 0 2 0.7 2 / 0 3 0.7
Broad 0 9 / 0 2 0 2 / 0 3 0
HOL HS 3 Oral 0 9 / 0 2 0 2 / 0 3 0 1.33 6 .00 0.22 2 . 0 0
Rdg/Wrtg 0 9 / 0 2 2.5 2 / 0 3 2.5
Broad 0 9 / 0 2 1.5 2 / 0 3 1.5
HOL HS 4 Oral 0 9 / 0 2 0.7 2 / 0 3 0.7 2.73 6 .00 0.46 4 . 1 0
Rdg/Wrtg 0 9 / 0 2 4.4 2 / 0 3 4.4
Broad 0 9 / 0 2 3.1 2 / 0 3 3.1
HOL HS 5 Oral 0 9 / 0 2 0 2 / 0 3 0 1.97 6.00 0.33 2 . 9 5
Rdg/Wrtg 0 9 / 0 2 3.9 2 / 0 3 3.9
Broad 0 9 / 0 2 2 2 / 0 3 2
HOL HS 6 Oral 0 9 / 0 2 0 2 / 0 3 0 1.93 6 .0 0 0.32 2 . 9 0
Rdg/Wrtg 0 9 / 0 2 3.5 2 / 0 3 3.5
Broad 0 9 / 0 2 2.3 2 / 0 3 2.3
K
APPENDIX O
Pre Pre Post Post Grade Average Months Average Annual
Test Test Test Test Level Growth Between Growth P r o j e c t e d
Student Test G.E. Date G.E. Date GrovyLh Per Student Tests Per Month G r o w t h
HOL HS 7 Oral 0 9 / 0 2 0 2 / 0 3 0 1.37 6.00 0.23 2 . 0 5
Rdg/Wrtg 0 9 / 0 2 2.5 2 / 0 3 2.5
Broad 0 9 / 0 2 1.6 2 / 0 3 1.6
HOL HS 8 Oral 0 9 / 0 2 0 2 / 0 3 0 2.50 6.00 0.42 3 . 7 5
Rdg/Wrtg 0 9 / 0 2 4.6 2 / 0 3 4.6
Broad 0 9 / 0 2 2.9 2 / 0 3 2.9
HOL HS 9 Oral 0 9 / 0 2 0 2 / 0 3 0 0.17 6.00 0.03 0 . 2 5
Rdg/Wrtg 0 9 / 0 2 0.5 2 / 0 3 0.5
Broad 0 9 / 0 2 0 2 / 0 3 0
HOL HS 10 Oral 0 9 / 0 2 0 2 / 0 3 0 0.87 6.00 0.14 1 .3 0
Rdg/Wrtg 0 9 / 0 2 1.8 2 / 0 3 1.8
Broad 0 9 / 0 2 0.8 2 / 0 3 0.8
Ave ra ge  Growth in L an g u a g e  Profic iency 1 . 4 1 2 . 1 2
Note. HOL HS represents students at Holland High School.
APPENDIX P
COMPARISON OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS
Average Annual 
Grade Level Growth in 
Language Proficiency
Average Annual 
Grade Level Growth in 
Language Proficiency
No Direct ESL Instruction Direct ESL Instruction
Hamilton High School 0.89 Holland High School 2.12
Hamilton Middle School 0.51 West Ottawa middle school 1.88
Hamilton elementary schools 1.18 Zeeland elementary school 1.06
Holland elementary school 0.9
0.86 1.49
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APPENDIX Q
NCE scores on the 2002 Gates Maginitie Reading Test
Grade Blue Star 
Average  
NCE score
K
1
2
3
4
5
51.1 
51.3
56
62.1 
59.6 
53.9
Average 55 . 6
Sandyview  
Average  
NCE score
54.8 
66.6
64.4 
66.1 
57.7
58.9
6 1 . 4
District 
Average  
NCE score
53.6
60.2
57.1 
58.5
58.1
57.1 
5 7 . 4
Student scores on the 2002 Gates Maginitie Reading Test
Student Grade
HAM EL 1
NCE Building 
score Average
NCE Difference Between 
District
HAM EL 2
HAM EL 3
HAM EL 4
HAM EL 5
HAM EL 7
HAM EL 8
30
29
38
1 7
1 0
38
Average student NCE 2 4.1
34.4
28.7
19.7
41.9
48.9 
13.1
46.9
3 3 . 4
Average
27.1
29.1
20.1
40.1
47.1
15.6
50.1
3 2 . 7
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ABSTRACT: LEP students are not receiving equity in their education in the state of 
Michigan. This thesis examines the academic achievement discrepancy that exists 
between students in four western Michigan school districts receiving ESL instruction and 
those not receiving any. The study analyzes the average annual growth in grade level 
proficiency of these students, their NCE scores on the Gates Maginitie Reading Test, 
and teaching strategies used in the regular education and ESL classroom. Based on this 
data, the study seeks to convince school districts of the necessity of providing ESL 
instruction to their LEP students. The intent is for administrators to recognize the need 
for ESL and implement ESL instruction and support for all LEP students in their district.
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